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Che Solicitors’ Journal. 


LONDON, MAY 18, 1872. 
—@~—— 

Ir 18 TO BE HOPED that “ The Juries Bill,” brought 
in by the Attorney-General, will not be shelved for the 
session by being referred to a Select Committee. If it 
were not for the question of time, the propriety of so re- 
ferring the bill is obvious. The subject is one in which 
attention to details is much required. The bill is very 
elaborate, and its main object is to distribute the 
burden of serving on juries as much as possible over the 
community, so as to make it bear as lightly as may be 
upon individuals, This is, of course, the true remedy, 
but the difficulty always has been, not sv much to de- 
vise a good system, as to secure the system being fol- 
lowed. ‘The bill, as drawn, carries out several of the 
ideas suggested by us when we referred to the subject 
on the 24th of February last (ante, p. 300). Thus all 
juries are to be summoned through the sheriff, and he 
is to keep a register of all persons summoned. No per- 
son is to be summoned a second time until the whole 
list has been gone through. The real difficulty of the 
question is to secure the last provision being carried 
out. The register to be kept is, of course, a great step 
towards doing this. We fancy, however, that some fur- 
ther provisions are required to make the register answer 
its purpose. The associates of the courts ought at the 
end of each sitting to send a return to the sheriff, as to 





which of the jurors on the panel have attended, which , 


have been excused, and which have been absent with- 
out excuse. Further, a more definite provision is 
required as to what is to happen if a juror is 
summoned out of turn. Ifa juror who receives a sum- 
mons, knows that his neighbour, who is also on the list, 
and has not served since himself, is passed over, is he 
entitled on this ground to stay away ; or must he attend 
and grumble, as is the case at present. As far as we 
can see, the bill makes no difference in this respect, and 
perhaps rightly, because the inconvenience caused by 
the absence of the jurors might be very great. The 
only provision by which it is sought to enforce the 
regulatiqn as to the order of summoning is that “ the 
sheriff” (which, by the interpretation clause, includes 
“under-sheriff or legally competent deputy of such 
sheriff”) who shall summon a juror out of his turn, or 
omit to summon a jury in his turn, is to forfeit the sum 
of ——- pounds. No provision is made as to the method 
of enforcing this penalty, and it would therefore pro- 
bably be a dead letter. If the juror summoned out of 
turn were to get the penalty by some tolerably easy 
process, it would probably he effectual. There is 
another matter which ought to be attended to, and 
that is that there should be some better provision both 
for payment and for future exemption in exceptional 
cases. A judge presiding at a trial lasting over a 
certain number of days, say ten days, should have power 
to grant to the jurors serving certificates of exemption 


or 80 many years, or even for life, at his discretiun, or 
yo ape to the length of the service. ‘Chere should 
also be additional payment in such cases. The ordinary 











each person who only bears his fair share of a public 
duty, should, and probably would, be content with little 
more than nominal pay to cover his expenses. Foras- 
much, however, as equal distribution is impossible, be- 
cause the length of particular cases will necessarily 

ive some persons more than their share of the public 

uty, these persons should be as far as possible remu- 
nerated. : 

The bill contains some things of which we do not ap- 
prove. We think the number, seven, too small for an 
ordinary jury. Twelve may be unnecessary, but there 
is a great difference between twelve andseven. Nine, 

erhaps, would be a sufficient number. We have on 
‘ormer occasions discussed this question, and need not 
now repeat our remarks. Again, we do not think the 
introduction of two special jurors into every jury would 
be an improvement. It would be not unlikely to lead 
to unpleasant differences of opinion, instead of fair de- 
liberation. 

The bill contains a few specimens of Parliamentary 
draughtsmen’s peculiar English. What isa person “ who 
is authorised to be summoned?” (see 103rd section.) 
Does it mean qualified or liable? As a matter of fact, 
the draughtsmen doubtless meant “whom he (the 
officer) is authorised to summon.” 





THE LAW as to judgment summonses in county courts, 
as it stood before the legislation of 1869, was univer- 
sally felt to be defective in one point at least. It was 
founded upon a confusion of thought. The precise 
object at which it was to be aimed was not clearl 
grasped by those who framed it. It was partly 4 
partly compulsory. It partly sought to punish et 
partly to enforce payment. A man might be sent to 
prison if he had either incurred the debt for which 
judgment had been recovered by fraud or otherwise 
improperly, or if he had or since the judgment had 
had the means to pay, and did not pay. The Legi 
ture in 1869 understood its own mind better. It left 
the punishment of frauds, so far as they are to be 
punished, to the operation of the criminal law. It 
intended judgment summonses and commitments there- 
upon to be a very stringent mode of enforcing execution 
of judgment, a process for compelling a man to pay who 
can pay and won’t pay. 

Commitment being thus intended as a process of the 
Court, a means for recovering debts, it would of course 
have been absurd to draw any distinction between debts 
arising in one way and debts arising in another. A 
debt is a debt, and a man must be made to pay it if he 
can. Accordingly, the condition for making an order 
of commitment is, that the judgment debter has, orsince 
the jetgneat has had, the means to pay, and has not 

aid. 
. Mr. Bass, in a bill, rather absurdly called “a bill to 
abolish imprisonment for debt,” proposes to alter the 
law by imposing an additional condition upon the 
exercise by any Court of its power of commitment. 
His proposed clause is as follows :— 

“From and after the commencement of this Act no 
person shall be committed to prison for making default in 
payment of any debt or instalment of any debt due from 
him under any order or judgment of any court, unless it 
be proved to the satisfaction of the judge before whom the 
application for commitment is made that the debs was 
contracted by means of false representation, or that the 
debtor wilfully contracted the debt without reasonable 
expectation of being able to discharge the same, or has 
made or caused to be made any gift, delivery, or transfer 
of any property, or has charged, removed, or cancelled the 
same, with intent to defraud his creditors.” 

It would be interesting to ledrn what Mr Bass 
means by “cancelling” any property, But that is 
a small matter, and his proposal suggests much larger 
inquiries. ; 

rale of morality, and a rule of policy, underlie 
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nearly every proposal for legislation. It is a man’s 
duty to abstain from fraud; it is his duty to pay 
his debts, if he has the means. These are two indis- 

table rules of morality. It is useful to prevent 
eats « it is useful to enforce payment of debts. 
These are two rules of policy accepted by the 
Legislature. To the first it gives effect by various 
provisions of the criminal law ; to the second it gives 
effect, amongst other ways, by the existing law as to 
judgment summonses and commitments. Mr. Bass 

as apparently found out a newrule of morality, and a 
new rule of policy. His rule of morality seems to be: 
it is your duty to pay your debts, if you have contracted 
them by fraud, and have the means to pay. His rule 
of policy seems to be: it is useful to enforce payment of 
debts, if they have been contracted by fraud, and not 
otherwise. Mr. Bass reminds us of the moralist who 
discovered the great truth, that it is wrong to steal on 
Sundays. 





THERE ARE CERTAINLY IMPROVEMENTS to be made 
in the management of the funds “in Court” in Chan- 
cery. Some of these we have pointed out before now, 
particularly one which is a good deal dwelt on by the 
Government in their advocacy of the Chancery Funds 
Bill, viz., the abolition of the present Long Vacation 
lock-up. We do not want to see all the Courts sitting 
all the year round, but it is a very great inconvenience 
that not a penny can be got “out of Court” from 
August to November, though an injunction may be 
obtained in the dead of the Long Vacation. The 
Government measure (which passed through Committee 
on Monday in spite of Sir R. Baggallay’s effort to refer 
it to a Select Committee), under colour of providing the 
Chancery suitors with some of these improvements, is 
to transfer the whole of the Funds in Court from the 
Court of Chancery to the Treasury. No doubt the 
Government “spring of action ”’ is the desire to enable 
the Consolidated Fund to get a profit out of the suitors’ 
money, for the execution of which project solicitude for 
the suitors’ interest is a plausible pretext. Yet, as far as 
mere security is concerned the suitors will have as good 
a security in the Consolidated Fund as they now have 
in the Court of Chancery. They are also, preserving their 
existing rights to investment, to be credited with a deposit 
interest of two per cent. on funds remaining uninvested, 
whereas at present an uninvested fund realizes nothing to 
the suitor. But when we look at the bill itself, we are 
struck by this—that the bill is simply a bill for abolish- 
ing the Accountant-General’s office, and transferrin 
the business and the money to the ‘Treasury: as to al 
the rest, the bill is merely a bill empowering the Trea- 
sury and the Lord Chancellor to make rules. In other 
words, the bill transfers the money efficiently enough, 
but the something to the advantage of the suitor, 
which was put forward as the motive for taking the 
money, is left to the discretion of the party who 
takes the money. It is quite true that these were 
matters which could not well have been included 
bodily in the clauses of a bill; they were matters 
rather forrules and regulations ; but upon such matters, or 
at any rate, a great portion of them, the Chancery judges 
are the proper persons to frame regulations. Uuder the 
18th clause of the bill the Treasury and the Lord 
Chancellor may make rules which, besides providing 
generally for securities, payments, investments, &c., &c., 
are to be rules 

“(10) Regulating the mode of framing and expressing 
orders of the Court of Chancery, instruments and proceed- 
ings relative to the Chancery business of the Paymaster- 
General. 

(11) Abrogating any general orders of the Court of 
Chancery relative to the matters aforesaid, whether con- 
firmed by Parliament or otherwise.” 


Now it is obvious that such rules as these are like the 


General Orders of the Court of Chancery, and ought 
only to be made as General Orders are made. 





Gregory, indeed, proposed in Committee on Monday a 
couple of successive amendments designed to this end, 
but they were rejected in a small house by a majority 
of fifty-seven. ‘Che subject is one which many hon. 
members would pass slightly over as technical and un- 
interesting. Otherwise it is hardly possible to believe 
that such a division could have been taken; it isso very 
plain that the framing of rules for legal administratioy 
and procedure ought (as the Government persisted that 
they ought net) to be framed by persons independent 
of the House of Commons (that is, of the Government 
of the day). Indeed, the eagerness with which this 
a was contested by the Government, argues, per- 
aps, that the measure is regarded by them as a step- 
pete to further manipulations which as yet haye 
een only darkly hinted at in Lincoln’s Inn. 

THE Lorp CHANCELLOR has issued an order, closing 
the county courts and offices on Whit-Monday. The 
manager of the county courts department of the Treasury 
accompanies the order with a circular, pointing out 
that the order allows, but does not compel, the closing. 
One effect of the order is to raise a doubt as to whether 
in cases of payments due on Monday, further proceedings 
can be taken on Tuesday. The question will rest 
entirely with the registrars, who will probably in these 
cases treat the Tuesday as if it was Monday, on the 
ground that the closing of the offices and not the default 
or neglect of the debtor is the cause of his non-compli- 
ance with the order of the Court. Only a few hard 
creditors will raise the question, but they are just the 

eople to insist on the letter of their judgments. The 
Vi fieulty might be got over in future orders by — 
words to the effect that payments due on the day name 
for closing shall for all purposes be held to be due on 
the following business day. 





GIFTS TO CLASSES OF PERSONS. 
II, AS APPLICABLE To SINGLE OR SUCCESSIVE OBJECTS. 


In the former article the subject of class gifts was 
considered with reference to those cases where it is in- 
tended that a plurality of persons should or may take 
concurrently, and such are to be recipients who are or 
may be in existence at thesame time. A general desig- 
nation, however, may refer to persons who may consti- 
tute a class by way of succession, so that only one person 
can be in existence answering the description at the same 
time (see Lord,Deerhurst v. Duke of St. Alban’s, 5 Madd. 
232, 201. & Finn. 611,8 Bligh N.S. 547). Instances of 
such would be gifts to the wife or the eldest son of A., 
or to a person under some exclusive name of dignity or 
office, as the Bishop of Norwich, the Earl of P., the 
Constable of the Tower, &c., which are all good names 
of purchase, as there can only be one such person at a 
time (Cos Litt. 3a; 11 Rep. 21; Vin. Ab. tit. Grants, 
D., 16). 

It is stated in Shepherd’s Touchstone, 453, on the 
authority of Plowd, 344: “If one devise lands or goods’ 
to the wife of I. S., and afterwards her husband dieth, 
and she marry with another man, and then the devisor 


dieth, this is a good devise notwithstanding, and not, 

avoided by either of these accidents.” This statement ~ 
appears correctly to represent the law in such a case at 
Indeed, unless there be something — 
inconsistent in the nature of the gift or the context of © 


the present day. 





the will, it would seem to be safer to assume that where | 


a testator describes the legatee by some character whicl | 
applies to a person in existence at the date of the will’ — 
he shall be taken to intend that individual person, anc ~ 


the motive of the gift shall not be referred to the che’ 
racter which may accidentally be filled by such persun 
This may not always square with the real intent of | 
testator, but there would be much more probability « 
miscarriage, in this respect, if the contrary were tl 
rule adopted. This will appear if we take the conver: 
to the last case. - If a testator bequeath a legacy to ti 
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wife of A. (being presumably a person known to him), 
which wife dies in testator'’s lifetime ; afterwards (per- 
haps just before the death of the testator) A. marries a 
second wife, who may be a person never known to the 
testator. It could hardly be contended that to give the 
legacy to the second wife would be a probable fulfilment 
of the testator’s intention. So in case of legacies to 
the Bishop of Norwich, the Earl of P., &c., it would 
not be reasonable to deny effect to them because the 
persons who were Bishop ef Norwich and Earl of P. 
at the date of the will might be respectively Archbishop 
of Canterbury and Marquis of D. at the testator’s death. 
or on the other hand, in case uf the deaths of the 
persons who filled the designated characters at the date 
of the will, to give the legacies to other persons who 
might answer the description at the death of the testator. 

The distinction is between intending an individual 
man or a quasi corporation. In Lord Deerhurst v. Duke 
of St. Alban’s (ubi sup.) the limitation failed, because, 
although the man was in existence at the date of the 
will, the guasi corporate person, Lord Vere, would not 
necessarily exist within the legal limits. 

On this principle a gift to the son John would take 
effect only in favour of the one existing at the date of 
the will, and if he died in testator’s lifetime, and another 
were born and so named and were alive at the testator’s 
death, he would not take. Anda gift to a child of which 
testator’s wife was pregnant has been held to apply 
only to the case of her being pregnant at the date of the 
will, and her happening to be so at the death of the 
testator was unavailing (Foster v. Cook, 3 Bro. C. C. 
347). By parity of reason, a gift to my son would, it 
should seem, take effect only in one alive at the date of 
the will. 

If a testator be taken to use the characteristic de- 
scription of a devisee or legatee strictly as a designatio 
persone, “in effect it is the same as if the devise had 
been to one by name” (see per Taunton, J..9 Cl. & 
Fin. p. 614; and see Parker v..Marchant, 1 Y.& C. C. 
©. 290); and if this designation apply only to one 
person, of course, in case of that person predeceasing 
the testator, the usual consequence of lapse will follow. 
Where the description is such as may embrace more 
persons than one, as “ the next of kin,” or “‘ the heirs,” 
&e., of a person other than the testator (dead at the 
date of the will), and where‘one or more persons may 
fulfil the character at the date of the will and another 
or others at the death of the testator, probably the con- 
struction which would be favoured, unless the contrary 
intention be clear, would be, that those filling the de- 
scription at the latter period should take (Philps v. Evans, 
4D. G.& 8.188; Vaux v. Henderson, 13.& W.387n.; 
Bridge v. Abbott, 3 Bro. C. C. 227 ; Loveday v. Hopkins, 
Amb. 273; Wharton v. Barker, 6 W. R. 534, 4 Kay & 
J. 502. See, however, Re Ham’s Trusts, 2 Sim. N. S. 
106, 15 Jur. 1121). 

The following propositions are advanced by Jarman 
as having the weight of principle and authority in their 
favour. Prima facie the wife of A. means the wife at 
the date of the will (Wiblock v. Garrett, 1 Russ. & M. 
629 ; Bryan’s Trusts, 2 Sim. N. S. 103; Franks v. 
Brooks, 27 Beav. 635). If, at the date of the will, there 
be no wife, then the wife at the death of the testator 
must be taken to be meant (see Lloyd v. Davies, 15 O. 
B. 76). But if there be no wife at either date, then it 

assumed as a corollary from established doctrine, 
{ mm no express decision to warrant it is cited, that 

é first person who should sustain the character would 
ake the gift ; and in the last case it is assumed that 

e rule would be the same whether the gift be imme- 
filate or by way of remainder (1 Jarm. on Wills, 304). 
c,4€4ast proposition is considered to be impugned by 
cePpin v. Biciford (3 Ves. 570), and sustained by 
to?"¢ham v. Bagnall (8 Hare, 131). In truth, however, 
fo the cases cited by Mr. Jarman on the subject of these 
ac Opositions were decided on considerations of the in- 


al@tion which the judicature, in each case, considered 








to be ‘discernable in the respective wills, and could 
hardly be thought decisive either way as to the general 
principle. 

The recent case of Radford v. Willis (19 W. R. 845; 
on appeal, 20 W. R. 132), referred to and commented 
upon ante p. 339, seems, according to the principles 
enunciated by Lord Justice James, strongly to tend 
in support of all the propositions of Jarman. The 
intermediate case of Re Lynes’ Trusts, before Vice- 
Chancellor Malins (17 W. R. Ch. Dig. 187, L. R. 8 Eq. 
65), which extended a gift to the wife of A., who was 
married at the date of the will, to another wife to whom 
A. was married atthe death of the testator, appears to 
be difficult to sustain as an authority, abstracted from 
the special circumstance, since the decision of the Court 
of Appeal in Radford v. Willis. 

In regard to gifts to sons by a description of their 
ordinal character, as eldest, first, second, &c., the pre- 
vailing custom of land settlement in this country, to 
give the family estate to the eldest son, raises a pre- 
sumption that a testator, giving an estate to a son other 
than the eldest, has an intention of preventing the 
union of his property with the settled family estate, and 
has influenced the construction in such cases. 

The case of Lomax v. Holmden ((1 Ves. 290) shows 
that a person may in a will take as first son (there being 
no son at the date of the will) though an elder brother 
may have been born and died in the lifetime of the tes- 
tator, the second born son being held to be the first pro 
tempore existing at or after the death of the testator. 
Lord Hardwicke showed this to be consistent with our 
law, from the fact of Henry VIII. and Charles I., on 
the deaths of their respective elder brothers Arthur 
and Henry, having both been held to be Dukes of 
Cornwall, though they were not strictly primogeniti, 
which is the term used in the Charter of Edward III. 
And in Driver v. Franks (3 Man. & 8S. 25), where also 
there was no’son in existence at the date of the will, 
the second son was held to mean the son who should 
first be inexistenceatthe same time with an elder brother. 
In King v. Bennett (4 M. & W. 36) Lord Hardwicke’s 
rule, that if the will cannot apply to any person in 
existence when it is made, we must look to the time of 
testator’s death, was acted upon, and a devise in re- 
mainder to the second son of J. K. in fee, when at the 
date of the will J. K. had three sons, two of whom had pre- 
viously died, and afterwards, in testatrix’ lifetime, J. 
K. had a son, H. (who died in her lifetime), and another 
son, John, who survived her, was held to vest in John 
(see also Thompson v. Thompson, 1 Coll. 388). 

In the case of a settlement, it was held by Vice-Chan- 
cellor Kindersley that a second son must mean the person 
who was such at the date of the deed (Saunders v. 
Richardson, 2 W. R. 245, 18 Jur. 714). 

If there be a superadded qualification to that of second 
son, &c., as the attaining a certain age, the gift will 
fail unless this conjunction happen (Alexander v. Alex- 
ander, 16 Com. B. 59) ; and where it was a question of 
exclusion of an eldest or only son from sharing in a 
fund, the shares of the recipients of which were to be 
vested at twenty-one, Vice-Chancellor Stuart held that 
the son to be excluded was the second who attained 
twenty-one and succeeded his father3in the title and 
family estate, and not the jirst, who died an infant (Re 
Rivers’s Settlement, 19 W. R. 318). 

A recent case before the Court of Appeal in Ireland 
shows the leaning of our Courts to fulfil, if possible, the 
usual scheme of family settlements by which property 
is generally intended to be preserved in succession to 
the sons of the family in the order of their birth, In 
Re Estates of Charles Blake (19 W. R. 765) it was held, 
aflirming the decision of the Landed Estates Court (18 
W. R. 916), that where, by marriage settlement, lands 
were limited to the use of the first son of the body 
of C. B. on the body of J. P. (his future wife) lawfully 
begotten, and the heirs male of the body of such son, 
with remainder to the use of the second, third, fourth, 
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fi'th, and all and every other son and sons of the body 
of the said C. B. to be begotten severaliy and succes- 
sively one after another as they and every of them 
should be in seniority of age and priority of birth, and 
there was no male issue dy the first marriage, nevertheless 
the eldest son by a second marriage should take in pre- 
ference to the second son. It was expressly held that 
the words all and every other son and sons of the body, 
$e., were enough to warrant that construction on the 
strict grammatical rule, disclaiming any reference to 
what was probably the fact, that something had been 
emitted. See also a somewhat similar case (Langston 
v. Langston, 2 Cl. & F. 194). 

It should be remembered that the 24th section of the 
Wills Act, making the will speak from immediately 
before the death of the testator, has no reference to the 
objects of the gift, but only to the subject-matter of it 
(Bullock v. Bennett,7 D. G. M. & G. 283; Violett v. 
Brookman, 5 W. R. 342). 








RECENT DECISIONS. 
EQUITY. 


RESTRAINT ON APPLICATION TO PARLIAMENT —ENCLO- 
SURE COMMISSIONERS. 


Telford y. Metropolitan Board of Works, 20 W. R. 481. 


The Court of Chancery has jurisdiction ‘to restrain ” 
a public company brought before it from making an ap- 
plication to Parliament, because such a restraint, operating 
in personam, is considered to be no interference with the 
Legislature. On that principle, the Court constantly does 
restrain actions at law. But although the Court of Chan- 
cery possesses this jurisdiction of restraining applications 
t> Parliament, it has always refused to exercise it; and, in 
point of fact, itis next to impossible to conceive any state 
of circumstances which would be sufficient to move the 
Court to grant the injunction. 

It has been laid down that even in the case where a 
company has expressly contracted not to apply to Parlia- 
ment for a certain purpose, the Court will not grant an 
injunction to restrain him from going to the Legisla- 
ture in order to evade that very agreement. The Court 
recognises its jurisdiction, but, such legislation being a 
public matter, leaves it to the Legislature to do right in 
the matter; and when it was objected that the object of 
the application to Parliament was to deprive a party of 
his rights, the reply was, that it is the province of Par- 
liament to abrogate existing rights, and Parliament 
must be trusted to provide proper recompense if Parlia- 
ment should think proper to decree their abrogation. See 
Attorney-General vy. Manchester and Leeds Railway Com- 
pony (1 Rail. Ca. 436), Lancaster and Carlisle Railway 
Company v. London and North Western Railway Company 
(4 W. R, 220, 2 K. & J. 293), Heathcote v. North Stafford- 
shire Railway Company (2 McN. & G. 100), and the 
later case of, Steele v. North Metropolitan Railway Com- 
pany (15 W.R. 598). In 1869 Vice-Chancellor Stuart 
awarded such an -injunction in a case of Re London, 
Chatham and Dover Railway Company (17 W. R. 904), 
but the decision was reversed by the Lords Justices, who 
cited the cases above-mentioned as clearly establishing 
that not even where the application is in violation of an 
express undertaking not to apply, will the Court of 
Chancery restrain it. 

There are indications (see Lancaster and Carlisle Rail- 
way Company v. London and North Western Railway 
Campany, ubi. sup.) that if the application were for a 
private Act, the Court might be more disposed to grant 
the injunction, because considerations of public interest, 
which are the province of the Legislature, would be 
wanting; but we are not aware of any case in which 
such an injunction has issued. There were also some 
reasons adduced in the case last cited, in favour of the 
eupposition that a party might be restrained from op- 
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posing a public bill because he would be opposing it in 
his own private interest merely. 

In the principal case the Court was asked to, and did, 
restrain a public corporation (the Metropolitan Board of 
Works) from promoting a certain inclosure scheme 
before the Inclosure Commissioners under the Metropolitan 
Commons Act, 1866 (29 & 80 Vict. c, 122), on the ground 
that any such enclosure would be in contravention of 
an existing contract with the plaintiff. Schemes certi- 
fied under that Act come into operation only after being 
confirmed by Act of Parliament; and it was argued 
against the bill that it was substantially a bill asking 
restraint on an application to Parliament. Vice-Chan- 
cellor Bacon distinguished the case from an application 
to Parliament, and granted the injunction. His reasons, 
like the Act just mentioned, are not over clear, but the ratio 
decidendi seems to be that there was no constat in the case, 
that the proceedings respecting the scheme would result 
in an application to Parliament. 

Whether the decision be right or wrong, this distinction 
seems to present itself—~if Parliament has declared that a 
certain proceeding shall be taken before an Act shall be ob- 
tainable for some public purpose, then, according to the 
principle of the cases cited, the Court of Chancery would 
refuse to restrain a proceeding of the required kind, for it 
would be inconsistent to say, “ We will not restrain an 
application to Parliament, but we willrestrain the use of the 
means which Parliament has prescribed for thatend. But, 
on the other hand, in a subject-matter where the Court 
would ordinarily entertain the idea of granting an in- 
junction, it would hardly refuse the injunction on the 
mere ground that the proceeding complained of might 
become the subject of an application to Parliament. 





COMMON LAW. 


LANDLORD AND TENANT—PROCEEDINGS IN COUNTY 
Court, 


Hodson vy. Walker, Ex. 20 W. R. 489, L. R. 7 Ex. 55. 

This seems (with all respect to the opinion of Martin, B.’ 
the dissentient jadge) a tolerably plain case. The effect 
of the decision is, that where proceedings are taken by a 
person claiming to be a landlord for the recovery of the 
possession of premises under 19 & 20 Vict. c, 108, 8, 50, 
and an order is obtained for the delivery of possession, 
these proceedings have no effect whatever upon the rights 
of a person not a party to the proceedings, although that 
person may be under-tenant to the defendant in the 
County Court, This was all that it was necessary to de- 
cide, but the reasoning of the majority of the Court goes 
to show (and they intimate their opiuion to be) that it 
does not even affect the rights of the person proceeded 
against. That this results both from the provisions of the 
Act in question and from the history of this branch of 
legislation, there can, we think, be no reasonable doubt ; 
for a thorough and searching examination of the subject 
we refer to the judgment of Channell, B. It is only ne- 
cessary further to observe thatthe matter was here brought 
to a very crucial test, for the plaintiff in the present action, 
the person in actual possession at the time of the proceed- 
ings in the County Court, was held entitled to maintain 
an action of trespass, his possession being thus treated as 
unchanged, notwithstanding the order for delivery of pos- 
session to the defendant, and the execution of that order 
by the process of the Court. 





Country CouRT TRYING IssuES—PoWEkR TO AMEND. 
Rennison v. Walker, Ex, 20 W.R. 471. 

It should be noticed that this case does not decide that 
a County Court judge trying a cause sent down under 19 
& 20 Vict. c. 108, s, 26, has all the powers of amendment 
of a judge at Nisi Prius, He may have that power, and 
this view, or a view importing this, has beer expre 
obiter in one or two cases, as for instance, by Lush, J.,in 
Balmforth v. Pledge, L. R. 1 Q. B. p. 481; but the pre- 
sent case only decides that he has power to amend mis-- 
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joinder under s. 37 of the Common Law Procedure Act, 
1852, which expressly gives that power to the judge or 
‘‘ other presiding officer.” 





REGISTRATION CASES. 
Bendle v. Watson, O.P., 20 W. R. 145, 

In this case a county voter, who had been on the 
register for some.years, was objected to on the ground of 
his not having sent in a new claim with a correct de- 
scription of his property upon the occasion of an altera- 
tion by a local authority of the numbers of the houses 
in the street in which it was situate. The revising bar- 
rister allowed the objection, but the Court, as might have 
been expected, reversed his decision, The case, however, 
was not entirely free from difficulty, because the old de- 
scription after the alteration of the numbers undoubtedly 
fitted a different qualification, and therefore the case ap- 
peared to come within the proviso of the 40th section of 
the Registration Act which forbids the reception of any 
evidence of a qualification other than that described in 
the list. The Court based their judgment very much 
upon Luckett v. Knowles (1 Lut. 451), which, however, 
is not a very satisfactory case, because the part of the 
40th section most in point was not there referred to. 
It appears to us that there were better grounds upon 
which the decision, clearly right as it was, might have 
been based. The principal importance of the case is 
that it will prevent discussion for the future upon a point 
which is of very frequent occurrence in the revision 
courts. In this way it will be of considerable value, but 
it is not impossible that in consequence of the ground on 
which the decision is based it may also be quoted upon 
other points in support of arguments really untenable. 


Caluer vy. Roberts, C.P., 20 W. R. 147. 


In this and another case from Chester, not reported, 
the revising barristers had followed previous decisions in 
holding that certain notices of objection were bad for not 
complying strictly with the statutory forms. In several 
recent cases, however, the Court of Common Pleas had 
appeared inclined to relax the strictness with which they 
had at one time required the forms to be followed, and 
accordingly the barristers had stated cases with a view of 
enabling the parties to raise the question whether a 
notice not complying strictly with the statutes, but giving 
equivalent information, might not be held good as being 
“to the like effect” with the statutory notice, The 
Court, however, iu each case upheld the former decisions, 
They did not expressly draw any distinction between 
notices of objection and notices of claim, but we think 
the cases now establish such a distinction. Several 
cases may be found in which notices of claim not strictly 
following the proper form, but giving substantially 
equivalent information, have been held good as being 
within the words “ or to the like effect,” but it appears 
to be held in the present case amongst others that this is 
not sufficient in the case of a notice of objection. 


Townsend y. Overseers of Marylebone, C.P., 20 W. R. 148 ; 
Ford vy, Boon, C.P., 20 W. R. 251. 

These cases affirm a principle of registration law first 
laid down in Jones v. Jones (L. R. 4 C. P. 422,17 W. R. 
204), viz., that if a description is given applicable to two 
different qualifications, either may be proved under it, 
notwithstanding that the description is more appropriate 
to one qualification than to the other. Jones v. Jones 
was a case somewhat imperfectly argued by counsel who, 
th ough most excellent lawyers, appeared not to be practi- 
cally acquainted with the special branch of registration 
law. The case has therefore been generally looked upon as 
somewhat doubtful, but now that the same principle has 
been deliberately affirmed in two other cases it must be 
taken to be established. We are bound to say, however, 
that it appear to us that the arguments of Mr. Justice 
Brett, who displays a more practical knowledge of this 
subject than any of the other judges of the Common Pleas, 
and who dissented from the opinion of the majority of 





the. Court in Townsend v. The Overseers of Marylebone, 
appear to us much stronger than those of the other judges. 
The point in question was not perhaps necessarily raised 
in either of the two cases, asin each there was some 
ground for contending that the description given was not 
more appropriate to tLe wrong qualification than to the 
right one. It might therefore have been possible to de- 
cide the cases in favour of the same parties as did succeed 
without introducing the loose practice which the deci- 
sions actually given will undoubtedly sanction for the 
future. 


Firth v. The Overseers of Widdicombe, C.P., 20 W. R. 234. 

The point decided in this case is that a notice in the 
old form given for county claims may be used bya £12 
rated occupier who has been improperly omitted by the 
overseers from their list, The case is not very likely to 
arise again in the form in which it did here, because 
people who know enough about the matter to send in 
such a claim usually use the right form. There is 
another case, however, of more frequent occurrence, to 
which the decision will be applicable. It very commonly 
happens that the £12 occupiers do not know that they are 
not bound to claim, and when they see on the church: 
door the list published on the 20th June (which does 
not, of course, contain their name), and the notice for 
other persons entitled to vote to send in their claims, they 
commonly do so without waiting to see whether their 
names are included in the list to be published on the lat 
of August. When this is done, the overseers of course 
publish their names on the claimants’ list, as they are 
bound to do, though the names, unless £50 rent be paid, 
must be struck off from that list upon objection. 
Having put them upon this list, they commonly, although 
of course improperly, omit them from the other. In this 
state of things revising barristers have been in much 
difficulty as to what should be done. We believe they 
mostly allow the vote, but transfer the name from the 
one list where itis and ought not to be to the other 
list where it is not and ought to be. The decision in 
this case will justify this practice, because if the form 
applicable to section 4 of 6 Vict. c. 18, may be used fora 
claim good under the 17th section of 31 & 32 Vict. c. 58, 
it follows that any person who has by mistake sent in his 
claim under the former section before the 20th of July 
can rely on it as a claim under the latter section, for ex 
hypothesi it must have been made before the 25th of 
August. 





BANKRUPTCY. 


PETITIONING CREDITOR’s DEBT—DEBITUM IN PRESENTI 
SOLVENDUM IN FUTURO. 
Ex parte Sturt, Re Pearcy, 0.J.B., 20 W. BR. 200. 

In consequence of the language of the earliest Bank- 
rnptey Acts, the right to prove and receive a dividend 
under the bankruptcy was limited to those creditors 
whose debts were due and payable at the date of the 
bankruptcy. The 7 Geo. 1, c. 31, s. 1, empowered any 
person who had given credit to the bankrupt for good 
consideration, though the money was not due or payable 
till a future day, to prove and receive dividends. But it 
was expressly provided that such a creditor could not 
petition. By the 5 Geo. 2,c. 30, s. 22, the last-mentioned 
proviso was repealed, and it was enacted that persons 
who had given credit to their debtors might, before the 
term of credit had expired, petition as well as prove. 
Similar provisions were contained in all the succeeding 
Bankruptey Acts down to that of 1869. That Act coa- 
tains no express provision as to the power of a person 
whose debtis payable ian futwre to petition. In section 
31 it enacts that “ all debts and liabilities, present and 
future, certain or contingent, &c., shall be deemed to be 
debts provable.” Insection 6 it says that “the debt of the 
petitioning creditor must be a liquidated sum due at law 
or in equity.” Upon these words Bacon, OJ, in the 
case under review, held that, to be a good petitioning 
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creditor’s debt, the debt must be ‘‘ a sum for which an 
action at law could be brought or a bill in cquity filed ’’; 
in other words, it must be both due and payable, 

We confess to entertaining some doubts asto the sound- 
ness of this decision. The general aim and object of the 
new Act seems to us to have been to enlarge, not to limit, 
the remedies of creditors, and open more widely to them 
than ever the doors of the Bankruptcy Court. And one 
would have expected, if it were intended to reverse the 
policy of the last 150 years, that that intention should 
have been clearly expressed. In the second place, the 
distinction between debts due and debts due and payable 
has long been recognised in bankruptcy, and section 6 
says simply “due.” And lastly, in the 7 Geo. 1, c. 31, 
where debts payable in futuro were made provable, and 
it was intended not thereby to make them sufficient to 
sustain a petition, it was thought necessary to insert a 
special provision for that purpose. .Under the present 
Act such debts are certainly provable, and there is no 
term but the word “ due” to exclude them as petitioning 
creditors’ debts, provided they be liquidated claims, 





MONEY RECEIVED BY UNCERTIFICATED BANKRUPT, AND 
Parip Away BY Him. 


Ex parte Dewhurst, Re Vanlohe, L.J.J., 
20 W. R. 172. 


An attempt was made in this case to give a wholly 
new extension to the right of a trustee in bankruptcy. 
The bankrupt, being uncertificated, and at the same time 
being in the employment of another person at a fixed 
salary, his employer wished to discharge him from 
his employment on account of his bankruptcy; and 
it was arranged that he should receive a sum of 
money by way of compensation. He received the 
money and paid away a large part of it to his 
landlord for rent. It was assumed in the case, and 
of that we suppose there could be little doubt, that the 
trustee might, if he had known of it in time, have 
stepped in and claimed to have the money paid to him- 
self instead of to the bankrupt. It seems clear, two, that 
the bankrupt might, while it was in his hands, have been 
compelled to hand it over. But in this case it was 
sought to follow the money into the hands of, and recover 
it back from, the landlord. The Court held that money 
once paid away by an uncertificated bankrupt cannot be 
recovered back by the trustee. 





REVIEWS, 

The Statutes. Revised Edition. Vol. III. 11 Geo.3 to 41 
Geo. 3. A.D. 1770-1800. G.B. By Authority. Printed by 
George Edward Eyre and William Spottiswoode, Printers 
to the Queen’s Most Excellent Majesty. 

We have here the third volume of the Revised Edition of 
the Statutes, iseued under the auspices of the Statute Law 
Revision Commission ; and it is cheering to find this excel- 
lent work going forward so steadily and well, though other 
much talked of legal reforms are yet at a stand-still. The 
Chronological Table and Index to the end of 1869 were 
iseued early in 1870,and by the end of 1871 the first volume 
of the actual revised Statutes themselves was in the hands 
of she public, comprising all the legislation remaining in 
force out of all that had been enacted from 1235 to 1685. 
By Mideummer of the same year the second volume was 
oat, embracing the period 1685-1770. The volume now 
isened carries the work down to the commencement of the 
present century. The whole legislation from Henry ITL.’s 
reign down to our own time is embraced in 112 of Ruff- 
head's volames. But, of course, the early volumes cover 
far more time than those of our own day, which comprise 
only the legislation of one year a-piece. The first of Ruff- 
bead’ s volumes eralvraced 115 years, and the next seven 320 
years more. Twenty-three volumes carried the series down 
to the reign of George LIL; after that a whole volume soon 
became the annual product. The firat volumeof the 


Kevised VAition, from which everything is banished that ia 
it wvwally in force, includes the period embraced by Ruff. 





head’s first eight volumes; the second revised volume 
includes twenty more of Ruffhead’s; and the volume just 
issued disposes of sixteen more, so that there still remains 
some sixty-eight of Ruffhead’s volumes to be treated. 

With these data what mathematician will discover for us 
how many revised volumes will have been issued before the 
expurgated series catches up the current legislation of the 
period? We presume that the letters G. B. appended to 
the title of the volume above quoted have reference in 
some way or other to the fact that the period embraced by 
the volume terminates with Act of Union of Ireland with 
Great Britain. It only remains for us to add that these 
volumes are admirably got up, and presenting, as they do, 
the bare legislation actually in force, expurgated of every- 
thing that is either actually or virtually repealed or ex- 
pired, are simply invaluable to the lawyer. 





The American Law Review, April, 1872. Boston (U.S.). 
Little, Brown & Co.; London: Stevens & Haynes. 

The April number of the American Law Review contains 
four articles. One on “ Private International Courts ”—i.e., 
international arbitrations for determining claims of indi- 
viduals—is interesting, and will afford much information 
and many cues to readers desirous of taking up the sub- 
ject. The next article is on “ Fixtures,” the third on the 
“Criminal Law of Scotland,” while the remaining paper is 
an annotation of an important case recently decided by 
the Supreme Court of Ohio respecting confusion of goods, 
the case arising out of the storage of grain in public ware- 
houses. The number also includes the customary Digest 
of English and American Law Reports, Summary of Events, 
&c., from which we learn inter alia that in a recent case 
of Clark vy. Harlan it has been decided that an action will 
lie by a married woman against a third person for en- 
ticing away and harbouring her husband. The editor 
compares the English case of Davis v. Solomon, 20 W. R. 
167. 








COURTS. 


THE ALBERT LIFE ASSURANCE 
ARBITRATION.* 


(Before Lord Carns.) 


Dec. 18.—Re the Family Endowment Life Assurance and 
Annuity Sosiety. Balfour's case. 

Life assurance company—Winding-up—Amalgamation of 
companies—Novation of contract —Policy—Indorsement on 
policy—Trustees. 

Where a policy of assurance has been effected in the names 
of trustees of a marriage settlement on the life of the husband, 
and is kept in the strong box of the house of business of which 
the life assured and one of the trustees are co-partners, and 
then, on the amalgamation of the insurance company with 
another company, the *‘ life,” who pays the premiums, takes the 
policy to the office and has it indorsed by the new company, 
and thereafler pays the premiums to and accepts receipts from 
the new company, the trustees are bound by the indorsements, 
and the claim must be against the new company, and not against 
the old, 


This was a claim by Messrs. Sissmore, M. Balfour and 
Robinson against the Family Endowment Life Assurance 
and Annuity Society, on a policy for 30,000 rupees granted 
to them by the Society on the life of Mr. Lewis Balfour. 

The policy was effected on the 4th January, 1861, and on 
the 22nd January, 1861, a settloment was executed on the 
marriage of Mr. Lewis Balfour, whereby inter alia the 
policy was settled upon certain trusts, and Lewis Balfour 
covenanted with Messrs. Sissmore, M. Balfour and Robinson, 
the trustees of the settlement, to pay all such premiums and 
other moneys as might become payable for keeping on foot 
the said policy of assurance upon his life, to the aggregate 
amount of 30,000 rupees at the least, in some well-reputed 
office. The policy was kept in a strong box of a mercantile 
firm in India, of which Mr. Lowis Balfour, the life assured, 
and Mr. Robinson, one of the trustees, were the co-partners. 

In February, 1861, the Family Madowment Society became 
amalgamated with the Albert Life Assurance Company, and 
it was alleged by the manager of the Indian branch of the 





* Keported by Richard Marrack, Enq., Barristor-at-Law. 
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Albert that the circular announcing the amalgamation was 
gent to the trustees of the settlement, as well as to all other 
polieyholders (vide 158. J. 729), but the trustees denied 
that it had ever been received by them. In 1863 the policy 
was sent to the Albert Company, but it did not appear by 
whom, but the trustees alleged that it must have been sent by 
Lewis Balfour. On the 7th March, 1863, an indorsement 
was made on the policy by the Albert Company, that “the 
within contract was accepted by this company.” The 
trustees had never giver! any authority for this indorsement, 
and knew nothing about if until they were going to make 
their claim. All the premiums were paid by Lewis Balfour, 
and the — were ultimately Albert receipts. On the 
winding-up of the two Companies in 1869 it was contended 
on behalf of the trustees, that inasmuch as they had never 
directly or indirectly received any circular announcing an 
arrangement between the Family Endowment and the Albert, 
and had never assented in any way, or had any opportunity 
of expressing their assent or dissent, to the transfer of 
liability, and had never authorised the indorsement to be 
made, their claim was still against the Family Endowment, 
and not against the Albert. 

Jackson, for the trustees of the marriage settlement. 

Rodwell, for the Family Endowment Society. 

Lord Carrns.—I do not think there is any pretence for 
this claim. Here isa policy effected in the names of three, 
persons who are trustees. The policy was kept by one of 
those trustees in a strong box, as he says, in the house of 
business to which he had access, and to which Lewis Balfour, 
the life assured, also had access. If in that state of things 
Lewis Balfour took out of the strong box the policy, and 
presented himself with it at the office of the Albert Company, 
and they put this indorsement upon it, and then it was 
restored to that strong box, I should have been of opinion 
that even then, if there were nothing more in the case, the 
trustee who was also a partner would be bound by that 
which was on the policy, as it was in his custody, and there- 
fore he ought to have seen what was on the policy, if he had 
used proper care with regard to it. 

But it is not necessary to consider that, because when I 
look at the affidavit of these gentlemen the case goes further. 
It appears that the covenant in the settlement was, that 
Lewis Balfour would pay all such premiums and other 
moneys as might become payable for keeping on foot the 
said policy of assurance upon his life, to the aggregate 
amount of 30,000 rupees, at the least, in some well-reputed 
office, That was the only covenant. Therefore it was quite 
optional to him, if he insured in an office of good repute at 
the time, to fulfil his covenant in that way. But that is not 
all, because the settlement provided that it should not be in- 
cumbent on the trustees to see that the policy was kept on 
foot, and that they should not be answerable in case it 
should lapse. Lewis Balfour was the perfect dominus of the 
question whether he would keep it up or not. The trustees 
were not bound to see that the premiums were paid. His 
only covenant was a personal one, which they might or 
might not enforce, and was only a covenant to insure in 
some office of repute. Therefore he might, if he had chosen, 
have cancelled this policy altogether, and effected a new one 
with some office which was well reputed at the time, which 
the Albert clearly was. 

Application dismissed with costs. 

Solicitors, Markby ¢ Tarry; Uptons, Johnson, $ Co. 





COURTS OF BANKRUPTCY. 
Ltncoin’s Inn Figtps, 

(Before Mr. Registrar Murray.) 
April 25.—Re Elliott, 

In July, 1870, a debtor filed a petition for liquidation, and 
on the 15th August a resolution was passed for liquidation 
by arrangement, which was duly registered, 

The Cowrt restrained proceedings by the holder of bills of 
evchange accepted by the debtor, notwithstanding that four. 
teen days’ notice had not been given of the first meeting of 
creditors, 

This was an application on behalf of a debtor who had 
filed a petition for liquidation by arrangement for an order 
restraining Henry Bignoll from taking further proceedings 
in an action pending brought against the debtor. 

In July, 1870, the debtor filed his petition, and on the 
15th of August resolutions were passed by a majority of 
the creditors that his affairs should be liquidated by arrange- 
mont and appointing a trustee and committee of inspec. 





tors. The resolutions were duly registered. In August, 1870, 
an action at law was commenced against the debtor by 
Bignell upon a bill of exchange for £36 10s., dated 4th April, 
1870, but the action was not continued, and in March last 
another action was commenced by Bignell to recover a sum 
of £81 2s. 2d. upon two overdue bills of exchange, one of 
such bills being the same as the debtor had been previously 
sued upon by Bignell. 

The debtor, in his affidavit, stated that, at the time the 
meeting of his creditors took place, he was not aware of 
the existence of the bills which were, as he believed, given 
by one Drake, who was the manager of certain mustard 
mills at Greenwich, then belonging to the debtor, and 
particulars of the same were not in consequence entered 
in the statement of his affairs and liabilities. On the 8th 
inst. the plaintiff’s attorney delivered a declaration in the 
action, and intended to proceed to trial forthwith. 

Mr. Stibbard, the debtor’s attorney, in his affidavit, said 
that on the service of the writ in the first action in 
August, 1870, he wrote and sent to Mr. Philp, the plaintiffs 
attorney, a letter, of which the following was a copy :— 

“2, East India Avenue, Leadenhall-street, 
“London, August 12th, 1870. 
“ Bignell v. Elliott. 

“Dear Sir,—Mr. Elliott has handed us writ herein. 
We beg to inform you that he has presented a petition for 
liquidation by arrangement, and to enclose you notice of 
meeting, but ‘we are informed that the bill in question has 
been paid.—Yours truly, “ StepparD & BEcx. 

“Wm. Philp, Esq., 5, Pancras-lane.” ) 

In opposition to the application, the creditor stated that 
he never at any time received from the Court, or from any 
person, any statutory or other notice that the debtor had 
filed a petition for liquidation by arrangement, and the only 
intimation he had was on or about the 13th August, 1870, 
when his solicitor informed him that he had received a 
letter set out in the affidavit of Mr. Stebbard. He had 
never at any time received any notice or copy of the resolu- 
tion entered into by the other creditors; nor had he re- 
ceived the amount of the bills from Drake Brothers, the 
drawers. Nearly two months had elapsed since the 
service of the writ, and the debtor had appeared thereto 
and obtained orders for time to plead; and the creditor 
never heard of the resolution of the 15th August, 1870, 
until he received the notice of the motion in this court. 

Linklater, in support of the application.—The resolution 
having been duly registered, the creditor is bound, and he 
has no right to proceed at law. : 

Brough, for the creditor.—According to the 258th rule, 
fourteen days’ notice must be given to the creditors of the 
first meeting, and the letter written in this case was in- 
sufficient. The granting an injunction was a matter 
entirely within the discretion of the Court: Es parte 
Mills, re Manning, 19 W. R. 912, L. R. 6 Ch. 594 
[Registrar Murray.—How do you bring this case within 
the 289th rule.} The creditor's rights have been affected 
by his inability to prove. He contended also that the 
application came to late. 4 : 

Mr. Registrar Murray.—If I allowed the creditor in 
this case to proceed at law, I should ignore the 289th rule, 
which provides that the resolution shall be binding unless 
the Court shall be of opinion that the rights of the cre- 
ditors have been prejudicially affected, and that the estate 
would yield a larger dividend if administered in bank- 
ruptey. There is no evidence whatever that this has been 
the case, and the debtor's solicitor states distinctly that 
when the first action was brought he gave a written 
notice to the solicitor of the creditor of the filing of the 
petition ; and I think the Gazette notice is sufficient notice 
to the oreditors of the resolution. It seems to me, there- 
fore, that Mr. Bignell had no right whatever to proceed at 
law, and the action must be absolutely restrained. The 
case of Ev parte Mills, re Manning, shows that the Coart 
has a discretion, but there the facts were different; that 
was the case of joint debtors, one of whom had filed a peti- 
tion for liquidation, and an injunction restraining a joint 
action had been obtained. The Coart should be very 
careful in allowing an action at law to proceed against a 
debtor who has registered a resolution for a liquidation by 
arrangement, 

Solicitor for the creditor, PAilp, 5: 

Solicitors for the debtor, Hillyer, Fenwiet # Co. 
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(Before Mr. Registrar Broucuam, acting ai Chief Judge.) 

May 2.—Ez parte the Real and Personal Advance Company 

(Limited), re Glass. 

Where a debtor has duly registered a resolution for the 
acceptance of a composition, the remedy of a creditor in case 
of non-payment is by application to the Court of Bankruptcy 
to. enforce payment, and that Court has no power to grant 
leave to a creditor to proceed at law for the recovery of his 
original debt. 

This was an application on behalf of a creditor of a 
debtor, who had filed a petition for liquidation by arrange- 
ment that the creditors might be at liberty, notwithstand- 
ing the petition, to take such proceedings at law or in 

nity as might be necessary for the recovery of the debt 
of £123 8s., due from the debtor after giving credit for 
£12 1s., received by the creditor on account thereof, and 
that for that purpose the creditor might be at liberty 
either to continue the action commenced on the 24th of 
October, 1870, or to commence a new action, or to take 
other proceedings. : 

On the 24th October, 1870, a writ was issued out of the 
Court of Common Pleas at the suit of the Real and Personal 
Advance Company (Limited), against the debtor to recover 
the sum of £123 8s., being the amount of the debtor’s 
acceptance to the draft of Judd & Glass, dated 27th Janu- 
ary, 1870, payable three months after date. In November, 
1870, the debtor filed a petition for liquidation by arrange- 
ment; and on the Sth of that month an order was ob- 
tained by the debtor from Mr. Registrar Roche, acting as 
the Chief Judge, that the creditor should be restrained 
from taking any further proceedings in the action brought 
against the debtor until after the 15th of November ; and 
notice was given to make that injunction perpetual, but it 
did not appear that any order had ever been drawn up 
containing the injunction. 

On the 2nd of December a meeting of the creditors of 
the debtor was held at the offices of Messrs. Willoughby & 
Cox, of 13, Clifford’s-inn, when a resolution was passed (1) 
that a composition of 4s. in the pound be accepted in 
satisfaction of the debts due to the creditors; and (2) 
that such composition be payable as follows :—1s. within 
the week after the second meeting to comfirm that resolu- 
tion ; 1s. on the 25th June, 1871; 1s. on the 27th Decem- 
ber, 1871 ; and ls. on the 25th June, 1872. 

’ The resolution was duly confirmed at a meeting held on 
the 14th of December, and was registered on the 23rd of 
December, and the creditor proved the debt of £123 17s., 
principal, interest and noting. The first and second in- 
stalments of the composition were duly paid, but nothing 
had been paid by the debtor in respect of the third instal- 
ment due on the 27th December, 1871, nor had any tender 
or offer to pay the third instalment been made by or on be- 
half of the debtor. On the 8th of April the solicitor’s 
clerk called on Mr. H. W. Harris, of 11, Pancras-lane, 
City, paper mannfacturer, the trustee appointed in the 
matter, and was informed that no funds had ever been 
placed in his hands to meet the third instalment. 

Bagley, in support of the application—The debtor in 
this case having failed to carry out the terms of the reso- 
lation, the rights of the creditors revive, and they can 
proceed at law to enforce the original debts. Ez parte 
Hemingway, re Howard, 20 W. B. 572, was not an ordinary 
case. There, by a circumstance over which the debtor 
had no control, he was unable to tender the amount of the 
composition, but there was nothing in that case to inter- 
fere ‘with the principle of the old law that it was incumbent 
on the debtor to tender the composition, and if default 
were made the debt revived. 

Mr. Willoughby, solicitor, contra.—The creditor in this 
case had altogether misconceived the remedy, for the pro- 
visions of the Act were clear and distinct. If the creditors 
agreed to accept a composition they were bound by the 
terms of the resolution, and the 126th section contained an 
express provision giving the Court authority to enforce 
the composition ; and there was no power or authority in 
the Court to give a creditor leave to proceed at law. If 
enforced at all, the composition must be enforced in bank- 
1 . Ex parte Hemingway, re Howard, was an authority 
in the debtor's favour. ~ 

Bagley, in reply. 


Mr. Registrar Broveram.—In this case the resolution 





for composition has been duly registered, but the debtor 
has failed to pay the third instalment, and the creditors 
now ask the Court for leave to commence an action for 
the recovery of the original debt, less the amount of in- 
stalments actually received. It is contended, upon the 
authority of the cases which were decided before the present 
Act came into operation, that the debt revives. Now the 
Court must be very careful to have regard to the terms of 
the Act of Parliament and the rules, and I can see nothing 
in the Act, where a resolution for a composition has been 
registered, which gives this Court the*power to authorise 
a creditor to proceed at law for the recovery of the 
amount of his claim. The only right which the creditor 
has is to apply to this Court to enfore the composition. I 
agree, therefore, with the solicitor for the debtor that this 
application is misconceived, and that there is no ground for 
it. I desire it to be understood that I pronounce no deci- 
sion as to the rights of the parties; I carefully abstain 
from doing so; what I say is simply this—that this Court 
has no power to grant leave to a creditor to proceed at law. 
I must therefore dismiss this application, with liberty to 
the creditors to apply to this Court to enforce payment of 
the composition. 
Solicitor for the creditor, G. Dillon Webb. 
Solicitors for the debtor, Willoughby § Cox. 





COUNTY COURTS. 
BuRNLEY. 
Mr. Daniel, Q.C., on Imprisonment for Debt. 

May 10.—Mr. Danret having made an order for the 
imprisonment of a debtor, said: I propose to increase the 
term of imprisonment from ten to forty days. Imprison- 
ment is not by way of punishment to the debtor, but to 
induce him to do that which I am satisfied he is able to do 
—to pay his just debts. I have been lately considering a 
good deal, how to regulate the term of imprisonment so as 
to produce that result, which it is the object of the law to 
effect; it is not punishment, but so to operate upon the 
debtor—the Court being satisfied he has the means to 
pay—as to induce him to act like an honest man, At 
Bradford, the other day, I made inquiries as te the effect 
which the forty days’ imprisonment had upon debtors as 
compared with the previous ten days, and I was told by the 
high bailiff that in several instances where the order had 
been made for ten days’ imprisonment, the expenses of 
the conveyance to York Castle did not add to their debt. 
In several instances the debtors have gone to York; have 
been taken there at the expense of the public, and when 
they have got there they have pulled ont the money, and 
paid the debt, and have afterwards gone and seen the Ca- 
thedral fora day’s amusement. I have been told here that 
debtors have been imprisoned for ten days; they have been 
taken to Lancaster, and there they have produced the 
money. It is idle to talk of imprisonment as being a harsh 
proceeding. I have been told that the effect of forty days’ 
imprisonment is that hitherto the term of imprisonment 
beingso long, has had the effect of bringing parties to their 
senses, and inducing them to act as honest men. And that 
is my reason for increasing the term of imprisonment from 
ten to forty days, not to be enforced for a month. 


Mr. Bass’ Bill for the Abolition of Imprisonment for Debt. 

It will be remembered that some few weeks ago his 
Honour made some remarks in reference to Mr. Bass’s bill, 
which proposed that no debt under 40s. should be recover- 
able. Referring to those observations, Mr. Daniel now 
said :-—-What induced me then to say a few words upon the 
subject was not in the iuterests of traders, but in the 
interests of the working classes, and it is the same influ- 
ence which induces me to make the observations I am now 
about to make with reference to the proposal before Parlia- 
ment to abolish imprisonment for debt. If I understand 
the meaning of the words imprisonment for debt, there is 
no such thing known to the law. Imprisonment for debt, 
to which reasonable objection has been made in former 
times, is imprisonment where the creditor has the power 
to put the debtor in gaol. Nosuch power exists now in any 
creditor. What is called imprisonment for debt is impri- 
sonment in such cases as those with which I have been 
called upon to deal to-day—cases in which debts justly in- 
curred are honestly due from parties well able to pay, who 
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wilfully and wrongfully, having the means to pay, refuse 
topay. The law considers that an offence on which a party 
is liable to be imprisoned for a limited period. I think 
it is obvious to any one that that is an offence, a man justly 
owing a debt and, having the means to pay, refusing to do 
so. People have got into the habit of speaking and think- 
ing slightingly of the jurisdiction which county courts 
exercise, and because the results in individual cases happen 
to be small, people perhaps lose sight of the importance of 
the aggregate of interests involved in the county court 
jurisdiction. I consider it, if not exactly a part of my 
duty, at least a matter connected with my duty, in which 
I feel myself at liberty to take an enduring interest, and 
that is to watch, as far as I possibly can, the healthy opera- 
tion of the county court jurisdiction, and make it, as far as 
I possibly can, subservient to the ends for which it exists 
—that is, enabling the poorest man, who has a just 
demand, to obtain payment of it in an easy, simple, 
efficient, and inexpensive manner. lt would hardly be 
believedat least it struck me with surprise, and it may 
others, to consider the amount that is affected in the 
operation of the county court jurisdiction in matters 
of small debts. Professor Leone Levi, one of the greatest 
statisticians of the present day, has estimated that the income 
of the manual labour class is 415 millions per year. Mr. 
Dudley Baxter, who is not a less authority in this particular 
matter, estimates the income at 318 millions per year. Mr. 
William Hoyle, of Manchester, who has recently published a 
very valuable work on our national resources, takes a mean 
between these two authorities and estimates the income at 
370 millions per year. The same authority estimates-the 
aggregate incomes of those who are not subject to the in- 
come-tax—possessing incomes less than £200 per year—at 
£120,000,000. Assuming this to represent the aggregate 
income of the manual labour class, and the small income 
class, and considering the recent—we may perhaps consider 
it firmly established—increase in the rate of wages, we may 
safely assume that in dealing with the aggregate of the 
manual labour class, and the small income class, we are 
dealing with an income of not less than £500,000,000 per 
year. From the returns laid before Parliament, at the in- 
‘stance of Sir Thomas Bazley, it appears that the aggregate 
incomes of the whole kingdom, the propertied class who 
contribute to the income-tax on schedules A BC D and E, 
do not exceed £390,000,000 per year ; they are somewhat 
less, therefore, if figures represent facts, as in this case I 
have no doubt they do, the annual income of the manual 
labour class and the small income class is equal to the in- 
-come of the whole propertied classes in the kingdom. Now, 
the small income class and the manual labour class are 
those whose incomes are necessarily charged in the first 
instance with procuring the necessaries of life, food, clothing, 
lodging, and a very large proportion of that aggregate in- 
come is exhausted in procuring those necessaries. It is in 
respect of the debts and demands that arise from the supply 
of those necessaries that the county court jurisdiction is 
called into action. The attempt to take away the right to 
sue has been withdrawn. Had it not been, what would 
have been the position not only of the working men, but 
what would have been the position of all those classes whose 
incomes don’t exceed £200 per year? That would include 
:a large proportion of all the clerks and servants and assis- 
tants in all our commercial establishments, wholesale and 
retail ; that would include a large proportion of those con- 
cerned in professional occupations; that would have in- 
cluded every curate of the Church of England, and not a 
few vicars ; that would have included, with rare exceptions, 
every minister of every religious denomination throughout 
the country ; and to have deprived these persons of the op- 
portunity of ebtaining goods forming the necessaries of 
life’on credit, it would have been an act of cruel injustice, 
because if payment for goods that were supplied on credit 
céuld not be enforced by the law, all such debts would be 
reduced to mere debts of honour, and would be placed in 
the same category as the debts of the gambler. It is pro- 
posed now to do away with the power the county court 
possesses of imprisonment for debt—that is, sending to 
prison those who have the meaus to pay, and who refuse to 
doso. I believe it will be found that one of the great secu- 
rities which those who supply goods to the small income 
men have, is the knowledge that the county court is at hand, 
open atall times to tho poorest, and not closed to the richest, 








if the rich can condescend to come, where in a simple, easy, 
inexpensive, and, I hope I might say efficient manner, a 
just demand is established, and a remedy afforded by 
redressing any wrong that might be done, and that in addi- 
tion to the facility of the remedy there exists also the 
power it is proposed to take away, of enabling the Court to 
deal with those persons, who, having means to pay, refuse 
to do so, to treat them as parties who are guilty of a 
quasi criminal act on which penal consequences follow. 
The return laid before Parliament shows that the 
enormous number of nearly 924,000 plaints are taken ouf 
in the county court every year. The amount seems large, 

but to my mind it is infinitesimally small compared with 
the number of transactions which, if the law did not provide 
the means of enforcing payment, would become subject to 
no control whatever. How many millions of transactions 
are there in which men are found to be honestly dealing 
with each other, buying and selling and paying, knowing 
on both sides that a remedy exists if payment is refased 
for enforcing payment. The 924,000 plaints entered in the 
county court yearly represent those persons who don’t 
choose to pay without legal compulsion. Now, itis a very 
singular fact, as evidenced by the returns, that there is a 
class of persons among the propertied class who won't pay 
without compulsion. From a return of the judicial statis 

tics of the proceedings in superior courts, I find that in the 
year 1870, as against the 924,000 plaints entered in ths 
county courts, there were 72,660 summonses issued in the 
superior courts. The amount sought to be recovered by 
those writs was £721,000, whilst the amount sought to be 
recovered by the county court onthe 924,000 plaints was 
£2,600,000. Of those 72,660 writs of summons, there are 
only 27,000 judgments, and of the £721,000, the amount 
sued for in the superior courts, there are about £390,000 
subject to execution, from which the inference may be 
drawn—and those who have any practical knowledge of 
the matter would know the inference is just—that the 
number of persons who pay their debts as soon as a sum- 
mons is issued is considerable. They pay upon the writ; 
they don’t wait for judgment, and accordingly in the 
county court system, although the amount sued for is 
2,600,000 some odd pounds, the amount which the de- 
fendants are forced by the plaintiff to pay, and whick 
the plaintiff seeks to recover here, is only about 
£1,100,000, showing in the two classes of cases that the 
amount which is to be recovered by forcing is only 
about one-half the amount which is sought to be recovered 
by the authority of the legal proceedings. In the county 
court system the £1,100,000 recovered upon a judgment 
represents the class of cases in which the defendant, though 
liable to pay, won’t pay without a hearing. These cases 
become reduced again to the cases in respect of which exe- 
cutions have to be issued. There is a large proportion of 
debt recovered which is paid upon the judgment and before 
execution. There is also another class of cases which have 
to be dealt with otherwise than by execution, and that is 
by summonses for imprisonment. There are some 7,000 
debtors who are actually imprisoned, and there are 113,000 
judgment summonses taken out, from which the inference 
is justly to be drawn that all those debtors who would not 
pay until the hearing came on after the heaving, though 
they didn’t pay until the sammons was taken out, yet when 
the summons is served there is the difference between the 
113,000 and the 7,000, between those who are liable to be 
imprisoned, and those who actually go. Of course, I may 
lay myself open to the objection that orders for commit- 

ment are made on insutlicient grounds. If ever I make an 
order for the imprisonment of a man on insufficient grounds, 
I can only say it is most unintentional on my part. Cer- 
tainly, I think I may say that nothing in any court that 1 
preside at has ever justified the wretched caricatures whick 
some legal publications think it worth while to present te 
the public.—‘ A. B. doesn’t attend, forty days, C. D. does 
not attend, forty days,”—as though there could be found 
judges who could so misunderstand the nature of the duties 
they have to discharge as to expose themselves to. such 
foolish misrepreseniations, The power of imprisonment I 
hope may be considered not merely a power which enables 
a creditor to imprison a defendant ; it is a power which is 


: to be exercised ina qucsi-criminal sense ; it is, therefore, to 


be exercised with great prudence, with great discretion, and 


‘ with due moderation, the object being not to punish, but to 
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induce by the pressure of imprisonment the debtor who justly 
owes a debt which he is able to pay, to pay it. By doing 
away with this power of imprisonment it must be borne in 
mind that you are taking from the honest creditor a security 
which he now has, and by so doing offering an advantage 
to the dishonest, to the dissolute, and the drunken. Whe- 
ther that be wise or not it is not for me to say. 








GENERAL CORRESPONDENCE. 


THe County Covers. 

Sir,—I fally concur with your correspondent “ A.B.” 
that we, as registrars of county courts, are sufficiently 
renumerated for our ministerial duties. I also agree with 
him that the county court judges (who, speaking collec- 
tively, are a talented and overworked body of gentlemen) 
are compelled by pressure of legislation to delegate 
their duties. It is certain that there are many er parte 
applications and motions as of course in bankruptcy which 
must be delegated, otherwise the business would come to a 
dead lock, in consequence of the absence of the judges from 
the court centre. But all this is beside the main question. 
The fact remains. Under the present system many prac- 
tising country solicitors are judges in the first instance by 
delegation on many important contentious applications, 
from whose decisions appeal lies directly to the chief judge. 
Whether “ A. B.” is a county court registrar having bank- 
ruptcy jurisdiction, or whether he has any knowledge of 
the heavy duties of the judges (owing to the numerous 
cases) under the Insolvency, Gaol and Protection Acts prior 
to 1861, duties which they had no power to delegate, I cannot 
say. Be this as it may, your correspondent will admit the 
registrar would take the ds. application stamp if the judge 
(instead of the registrar by delegation) held protracted 
public sittings to hear opposed motions and examinations, 
involving the disposal of many hundreds of pounds worth 
of property. And as to the common law side, your corres- 
pondent well knows that the registrar is not remunerated 
for taking unopposed and undefended cases. Neither is 
this duty recognised by legislation. Section 69 of 9 & 10 
Vict. c. 95, enacting that the judge shall be the sole judge, 
remains law. HereI again concur with “A.B.” Ié is 
absolutely necessary that the judge should delegate, but it 
is equally necessary that the Legislature should recognise 
the delegation. 

I regret that your correspondent should indirectly charge 
me with an attempt to mislead the public. 

The very contrary intention is uppermost in my mind. 
My letter was aimed at the system, and I must add that 
the enforced reduction of the number of judges concurrent 
with theirenforced system of delegation to an inferior officer 
is a manifest absurdity, calculated to mislead the public and 
the profession, and calling loudly for new legislation. 

A County Court Recistrar. 








APPOINTMENTS. 


Mr. Cxagizs Spencer Perceval, barrister-at-law, has 
keen appointed Secretary to the Commissioners in Lunacy 
on the resignation of Mr. C. P. Phillips, who has been pro- 
moted to # commissionership. Mr. Perceval was edncated 
at Trinity Hall, Cambridge, where he graduated as LL.B. in 
1853, having in 1851 been at the head of the first class in 
the civil law classes ; and afterwards became a fellow of his 
college. He was called to the bar at Lincoln’s Inn, in 
November, 1853, and has practised as an equity draftsman 
and conveyancer. 

Mr. Garpixszz Dirtmas Esouieneart, barrister-at-law, 
has been appointed Clerk of the Council and Registrar of 
the Duchy of Lancaster, in succession to Mr. J. H. Gooch, 
who hae resigned the office owing to ill-health. Mr. 
Engicheart was educated at Christ Church, Oxford, where 
he graduated B.A. (a double second) in 1844. He was 
called to the bar at Lincoln’s Inn in November, 1849, and 
practised for ame years as an equity drafteman and 
conveyancer. In June, 1859, he was appointed private 
secretary 1 the Duke of Newcastle, then Secretary of 
State for the Colonies, and in 1860 he accompanied the 
Prince of Wales to America in that capacity, returning to 








the Colonial Office in November of that year. In 1866 he- 


became comptroller of the household of heir Royal 
Highnesses the Prince and Princess Christian, but resigned 
that office in 1870. 


Mr. Georce De Courcy PEELE, solicitor,of Shrewsbury, 
has been appointed (by Viscount Hill, Lord Lieutenant of 
Shropshire) to be Clerk of the Peace for the County of 
Salop, and also Clerk of the Lieutenancy for that County, 
in succession to Mr. John Loxdale,. who has resigned. 
Mr.’De Courcy Peele is a son of Mr. Joshua J. Peele, 
solicitor, late town clerk of Shrewsbury, now county 
treasurer, and a member of the firm of Loxdale & Peeles, 
of which his predecessor is the senior partner. He was 
admitted in 1859, and has for some years been clerk to the 
ustices of the Upper Munslow Division, having also 
recently acted as deputy clerk of the peace for Mr. Lox- 
dale. 

Mr. Francis SHILLITOE, solicitor, of Hitchin, Herts, has 
been elected one of the coroners for the county of Hertford 
for the Hitchin district, in succession to Mr. Charles Times, 
solicitor, deceased. The new coroner is a son of Mr. R. 
Rickman Shillitoe, M.R.C.S., a local surgeon, who has for 
many years been deputy coroner for the Northern Division 
of Herts ; he was admitted so recently as Hilary Term, 1871, 
and, therefore, is probably the youngest coroner in 
England. 

Mr. Mittner Jutsu, solicitor, of Whitechapel-road, 
has been elected Clerk to the Vestry of the Mile End Old 
Town. He was admitted in 1867, and is the junior 
member of the East-end legal firm of Champion, Jutsum & 
Son. 

Mr. Caartes Joun Braae, of Cheadle, Stafford, has 
been appointed ‘a Commissioner to administer oaths in 
Chancery. 

Mr. JoHn Proctor Birp, of No. 10, Great James-street, 
Bedford-row, has been appointed a London Commissioner to 
administer oaths in Chancery. 





= 


PARLIAMENT AND LEGISLATION. 


HOUSE OF LORDS. 

May 10.—The Intovicating Liquor (Licensing) Bill— 
Their lordships went into committee on this, the Govern- 
ment Licensing Bill. On clause 4, the Duke of Richmond 
objected to the stringency of penalties imposed by the bill, 
and explained some amendments which he proposed from 
that point of view. Instead of a licence being forfeited 
ipso facto when a third conviction was recorded upon it, it 
would be fairer to disqualify a person for three years when 
his penalties during that term had amounted to £15, and 
for five years when the penalties had reached £30 during 
the three previous years.—Lord Kimberley thought it would 
be better to be guided by the number of convictions rather 
than the amount of the penalties.—The Archbishop of York 
regretted that the bill contained no provision by which the 
ratepayers could adjust the number of publichouses to the 
wants of the population. He opposed the Duke of Rich- 
mond’s amendments, and trusted that their lordships would 
retain the self acting clauses. 

After some discussion, two amendments by which the 
Duke of Richmond proposed to carry out his views were 
negatived by 95 to 90 and 84 to 81 respectively. 

Upon clause 16, disqualifying premises for five years, 
Lord Salisbury objected to the provision as of excessive 
stringency, and Lord Kimberley, acting on a suggestion of 
the Duke of Somerset, undertook that owners should receive 
notice of convictions, in order to place them in a position 
to know whether their houses were properly conducted. 

Clanse 25, regulating the hours of opening and closing, 
was adopted, with the substitution of six o’clock for seven 
as the hour of openingin the morning. As to the hour of 
closing in the metropolis, twelve o’clock, the hour pro- 
posed by the bill, was carried by 46 to 31, as against 1 
suggested by Lord Salisbury.—Lord Kimberley consented 
to make the hours of opening at six o’clock and of closing 
at midnight the same throughout the Metropolitan Police 
district. 

The Duke of Richmond moved the rejection of the 
clauses appointing publichouse inspectors, contending tha 








Ta 














May 18,1872. THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL & REPORTER. 


539 








the duty would be more efficiently discharged by the 
police.—Lord Kimberley said the duty was flagrantly neg- 
lected by the police. The Government must have power 
to require that there should be a proper number of in- 
spectors, and that the inspection should be real.—Lord 
Salisbury protested against this additional burden being 
thrown upon the county rates after the recent vote of the 
House of Commons.—The Duke of Somerset also opposed 
the clauses, which were struck out by 53 to 36.—The 
clauses regulating the issue of new licences in counties 
and boroughs were opposed by the Duke of Richmond, but 
agreed to by 53 to 50, Lord Kimberley consenting to waive 
the approval of the Home Secretary, which was necessary 


under the bill. 
The Prison Ministers Bill was read a third time and 


passed. 
The Party Processions (Ireland) Act Repeal Bill passed 
through committee. 


HOUSE OF COMMONS. 

” May 13.—The Parliamentary and Municipal Elections 
(Ballot) Bill—The House resumed the consideration of 
the report, of the amendments made on this bill in com- 
mittee.—A lengthy discussion took place on the disputed 
regulations for taking the votes of illiterate voters.—Mr. 
Forster had proposed that the voter, when asking the assist- 
ance of the presiding officer to mark his ballot-paper, shall 
produce a declaration made before a magistrate, that he 
cannot read, and shall produce also a certificate to that 
effect ; but on the opposition of Mr. Cross, Mr. Gregory, 
Mr. Denison, and others, he abandoned the certificate.— 
A proposal by Mr. V. Harcourt that the declaration be 
made before the presiding officer was negatived by 112 to 
43.—Mr. Assheton proposed that when the presiding officer 
marks the ballot-paper it shall be in the presence of the 
agents of the candidates.—Mr. H. James supported this 
amendment, and Mr. Forster ultimately yielded, and 
accepted it, and a division being demanded, it was carried 
by 160 to 59.—The report of amendments was agreed to, 
and the third reading fixed for Thursday, May 30. 

The Court of Chancery (Funds) Bill.—On the order for 
recommittal of this bill, Sir R. Baggallay moved that the 
bill be referred to a select committee. His object was not 
to prevent its passing, but simply to secure the introduc- 
tion of provisions which would give full protection to the 
suitors in the Court of Chancery. The bill dealt with 
funds amounting to between £60,000,000 and £70,000,000, 
which had heretofore been taken charge of by an officer of 
the Court of Chancery, who only owed allegiance to that 
Court; but it was now proposed to hand over the manage- 
ment of these enormous funds to an officer of the Treasury, 
and it would be idle to ignore the fact. that the design of 
the bill was to allow the Treasury to deal with and make 
a profit out of them. On referring to the schedule of this 
bill he found it was proposed to repeal six or seven Acts of 
Parliament wholly, and ten partially. One of the latter, a 
statute of the 36 Geo. 3, contained a very valuable clause, 
providing that executors or persons having legacies to pay 
might, when the recipients were persons under age, or be- 
yond seas, pay the amount of such legacies into the Court 
of Chancery, to the credit of the Accountant-General, 
whereupon the money was invested in Three per Cent. 
Consols, and accumulated for the benefit of the legatees. 
This bill would repeal so much of that clause as related to 
the investment of the money. A clause in the bill made it 
necessary that there should be rules for regulating the in- 
vestment of the funds, and there was a provision under 
which the Court of Chancery would have to make an order 
for their investment ; but under the Act which was to be 
repealed the order of the Court was not necessary, and the 
investment was made on the certificate of the Accountant- 
General. He gave this as illustrative of the Acts which it 
had been thought desirable to repeal, and of the necessity 
for careful consideration of those Acts. It was proposed 
that the provisions of the bill should come into operation 
soon and simultaneously, but that would be found imprac- 
ticable, and it was necessary to consider what clauses 
should come into operation early, and what should take 
effect at a remoter period. Sir William Dunbar, in reply 
to a letter from the Lords of the Treasury, had mentioned 
many points in which the scheme of the bill would fail to 
work efficiently. The matter was one to which it could 








not be expected that hon. members generally had given 
that amount of attention which would enable them to 
discuss it in committee of the whole House, and he therefore 
moved that the bill be referred to a select committee.— 
The Solicitor-General earnestly hoped Sir R. Baggallay 
would not press his amendment. There was nothing 
special, difficult, or intricate about this bill to render it 
necessary to send it upstairs. Originally there were on the 
paper two pages of notices of amendments to be moved in 
committee, but those who gave them had been conferred 
with, and the result was that the number of amendments 
had been reduced to two, the others having been either ac- 
cepted by the Government and embodied in the bill as 
amended, or withdrawn on the receipt of satisfactory ex- 
planations from the Government. The two amendments 
that were left might very well be disposed of in committee, 
Committees appointed by the law societies sent in a long 
list of objections to the original bill, but the objections of 
the committees had been met or removed. The partial 
repeal of Acts had received careful consideration, both on 
the part of the Government and of the law societies. The 
Long Vacation was the proper time for inaugurating such 
a change as that proposed, and the only question was 
whether it should operate from October in this year or 
October next year. Attention had also been given to the 
framing of rules, and, although they were not finally 
settled, they were in a forward state. The supposed 
difficulty about the Controller-General and the audit was 
provided for by an amendment, and the other difficulties 
advanced would, he believed, disappear if the House were 
allowed to go into committee.—Mr. S. Aytoun said the in- 
convenience arising from the Long Vacation lock-up might 
be provided for otherwise than as proposed by the bill. Té 
was absurd to suppose that this bill was promoted with 
any intention to confer a benefit on the suitor; its real 
object was to place a large fund at the disposal of the 
Chancellor of the Exchequer to carry out the system of 
Terminable Annuities. He was entirely opposed to 
that system, which only courted mystification. He 
should therefore support the motion that this bill 
should be referred to a_ select Committee. — Mr. 
Hunt thought the Government should consent to refer 
this bill to a select Committee, because it was pro- 
posed to abolish the office of Accountant-General of the 
Court of Chancery, and the gentleman now holding that 
office was to retire on his full pay. It might be necessary 
to appoint another officer to discharge partly the same 
duties as were now discharged by the Accountant-General, 
but there seemed a difference of opinion between the 
Treasury and Sir W. Dunbar as to the necessity of the 
appointment of a second assistant controller of audit.— 
Mr. Baxter could not see that a select Committee would be 
in a better position than that House to determine whether 
or not any officer occupying a high position such as the 
Accountant-General would be required.— Mr. Gregory 
maintained that this was a question which it was incum- 
bent on the House to settle for itself, and if the bill were 
not sent to a select committee, at any rate some further 
time should be allowed for its consideration.—Mr. Crawford 
conceived that sufficient reasons had been stated for 
referring the bill to a select committee. Very large 
liabilities were imposed by the bill on the Consolidated 
Fund, which was made liable, under certain contin- 
gencies, for any deficiencies which might arise in work. 
ing out the bill, and he did not like seeing the whole 
of those large liabilities cast on the Consolidated Fund 
without a greater examination given to the matter 
than could possibly be instituted in that House— 
Mr. Hinde Palmer hoped the amendment would not be 
pressed, for it would involve delay, and the bill appeared 
carefully} drawn, the 18th clause giving the Lord Chan. 
cellor power, with the concurrence of the Treasury, to draw 
up the most complete rules, which would be laid before 
Parliament for sanction or modification. The measure 
would give suitors two per cent. for the money deposited, 
whereas they had hitherto had no interest, and it would 
facilitate their obtaining payments, a process which was at 
present troublesome.—Mr. Henley regretted the Govern- 
ment had not accepted the proposal for referring the Bill 
to a select Committee. Their only object should be to 
satisfy the persons whose funds were to be seized with a 
strong hand that no wrong would be done by them. Now, 
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the sufficiency of the security was not doubted, but there 
were doubis whether the money would be so readily ac- 
cessible on the Court ordering payment as at present. If 
a suitor did not get his money, he would have to apply to 
the Lord Chancellor, and the latter in his turn to the 
‘Treasury, which when satisfied would order the Paymaster- 
General to pay it out of the growing produce of the Consoli- 
dated Fund. There did not appear such a certainty of 
prompt payment as at present. — The Chancellor of 
the Exchequer, in opposing the proposal for a select 
Committee, dwelt on the fact that two pages of amend- 
ments had been set down on this bill, and the 
Government had satisfied all but two of the movers 
of these amendments ; and that for three months in the 
year, whatever the emergencies of the suitors, they could 
not during that time get ashilling of their money, while just 
before the Long Vacation there was a run upon the office 
and £300,000 or £400,000 were drawnout. Asto the security, 
what was the security at present ? The Accountant-General 
had the absolute disposal of the money of the snitors, and 
the effect of the bill was to substitute the whole amount of 
stock and the Consolidated Fund for the security of the 
Accountant-General. As to the audit, no doubt when you 
took a new department under the Government that was an 
important question. But was it possible to settle that 
point in either a Select Committee or a Committee of this 
House? We had had an Exchequer and Audit Act. Did the 
House of Commons itself attempt to regulate the audit ? 
No, it delegated the duty to the Treasury, which introduced 
a system of audit now extended with great advantage to 
all the departments except the Army and Navy, into which 
it was about to be introduced. Again, it was not 
to be taken for granted that there should be no audit 
at all, but merely an examination before payment. Such 
@ system was not equivalent toan examination after pay- 
ment.—Dr. Ball had made no objection to the proposed 
transfer, and to the proposal that the Government should 
have the use of this money, but thought it desirable that 
the accounts of the Court of Chancery should be kept by 
officers of the Court, while the Government kept their own 
account of the money paid over to them. That was the 
system adopted in the Landed Estates Court in Ireland, 
and it had worked well, insuring the greatest certainty and 
accuracy. The proposal in the bill, however, would make 
the Governmeut masters not only of the money, but of the 
accounts, without any corresponding check upon them ; for 
you could not reach Government officials as officers of the 
Court of Chancery could be reached by the orders of the 
Court. Inaselect committee these points might be fully 
considered.—Mr. Osborne Morgan did not like the principle 
of the bill, but the principle having been adopted, a re- 
ference to a select Committee would do no good. 

The House then went into committee, and agreed to 
the clauses up to and including clause 17, with a few 
verbal amendments. 

Ou clause 18, Mr. Gregory moved that the rules 
under this bill should be framed, not by the Trea- 
sury, but by “the Master of the Rolls, the Lords 
Justices of the Court of Appeal in Chancery, and the Vice- 


Chancellors of the Court of Chancery, or any three of | 


them.” The amendment he proposed was consistent with 
all recent analogous legislation. It was desirable to make 
it, because of the extent to which the interests of suitors 
might be affected, and because the natural guardians of the 
suitors rights were the judges of the Courts of Chancery.— 
Mr. O. Morgan supported the amendment. The Court of 
Chancery in its administrative capacity was the best 
gnardian that could be found, having lost less than £1,000 
by fraud and negligence in 150 years. The objection to 
the Government scheme was that it gave to the debtor, the 
Government, the power of dictating the terms on which 
their own securities might be enforced. There was no 
reasen why in this instance there should be a departure 
from the usual practice of allowing rules to be drawn up by 
the permanent judges.—Mr. Walpole objected that the 
amendment as drawn would exclude the Treasury from the 
superintendence and control of the funds ; at the same time 
the object of the amendment, the greater protection of the 
suitors by the authority of the judges, ought to be attained. 
The Lord Chancellor and the Treasury sometimes had 
conficting interests.—Mr. Hinde Palmer. suggested that 
the rales should be made by the Lord Chancellor, the 





judges or any three of them with the concurrence of the 
Treasury.—Sir R. Baggallay said this would meet the case. 
—The Solicitor-General could not aecept the amendment, 
The bill simply proposed that certain financial arrange.. 
ments which ever since the Court of Chancery existed 
had been left to the Lord Chancellor should remain 
with him. What was said on the other side wag 
that in some modern Acts of Parliament relating te 
legal procedure, the making of rules had been left to the 
Lord Chancellor and the other judges. Now, however, we 
were dealing, not with matters of law at all, but simply 
with the best mode of carrying out a new financial 
arrangement. It had nothing to do with the office of judge 
of the Court of Chancery, and,-therefore, the judges ought 

not to be called upon to make regulations on a subject with 
which they were not familiar. The persons charged with 
discharging those duties were Ministers of the Crown, who 
were responsible to the House of Commons, and he might 
remark that the judges named in the amendment could not 

possibly be as familiarly acquainted as the Treasury and 

the Lord Chancellor with the working of the Accountant- 

General’s Department. There was no ground for distrust. 

ing the Lord Chancellor, who had had similar duties im. 

posed upon him since the reign of George I. In conclusion, 

he trusted the committee would allow the rules to be made 
by persons who were responsible to that House.—Sir F, 
Goldsmid said the amendment would give the Lord Chan. 
cellor additional strength in protecting the interests of the 
suitors.—Dr. Ball thought the Lord Chancellor would be 
glad to have the assistance of one or two judges, who were 
brought daily into contact with the minutiz and detail of 
Chancery practice.—The Chancellor of the Exchequer said 
it was highly desirable that the rules which were in- 
tended to protect the suitors on the one hand and 
the public on the other should be framed by persons 
who were responsible to he House of Commons, and not 
by judges who could not be compelled to attend 
to the expressed wishes of the House.—Mr. Gregory 
withdrew his amendment and moved another—namely, 
that the rules should be framed by the Treasury “with the 
advice and assistance of the Master of the Rolls, the Lords 
Justices of appeal of the Court of Chancery, and the Vice- 

Chancellors of the Court of Chancery, or any two of them.” 
In matters affecting the interests of the suitors the judges 
of the Court of Chancery should have a voice.—Mr. Henley 
thought it would be most unfortunate if those orders should 
be so made that they would become the subject of any dis- 
cussion in that House. They could not forget that the 
Lord Chancellor was a political as well as a jndical officer ; 
and leaving the rules to be made by two political officers 
would not be so likely to give satisfaction to the snitors as 
if an independent judicial authority was joined with them. 
—Mr. Gladstone said the principle of the amendment was 
wholly unsound, and proceeded on a false view of the 
relative position of the judges and the House of Commons 
in that matter. It was precisely because the Lord Chancel- 
lor was a political as well as a judicial officer that they 
proposed he should hold that power in his hands. It was 
not the judges who would givesecurity to the suitors in the 
case of defalcation occurring, but the House of Commons. 
The House should, therefore, have an effectual guarantee 
for the improvement of those rules if it were deemed 
desirable. Through the medium of the Executive Govern- 
ment, the House, as representing the people who would be 
liable to give security to the suitors for their property, 
ought to have that power.—Sir R. Baggallay reminded 
the Committee that the judges were constantly 
called upon to exercise a discretion in regard to 
the investment of those moneys, and that that 

would continue to be the case after the passing of this bill. 
The amendment was rejected by 105 to 48, and the clause 
was agreed to. 

On Clanse 20 (Accountant-General’s Office), which pro- 
vided that on the abolition of his office Mr. William 
Russell, the Accountant-General, should retire on his, full 
salary, Mr. Dickenson proposed to substitute “ two-thirds” 
for “ full.””—The Chancellor of the Exchequer pointed out 
that twenty years ago when the offices of Masters in 
Chancery were abolished they retired on their full salaries. 
The amendment was, after some discussion, agreed to, 
and this and the remaining clauses and the schedules 
having been agreed to, the House resumed. 

















541 





May 18,1872. THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL & kKEPORTER. 








The Juries Bill—The Attorney-General moved the 
second reading of this bill, and proposed that it should 
be referred to a Select Committee. His main object in 
framing the bill had been to bring in as many men as pos- 
sible to serve on juries, and thereby to diminish the pres- 
sure of the service on each individual. It had been found 
necessary to deal separately with the City of London, the 
object in view being to get the same class of persons to 
serve on common and special juries there as elsewhere. In 
ome cases disqualifications would be extended. For in- 
stance, persons who had been convicted of felony would be 
no longer qualified to serve on juries, but, on the other 
hand, many classes now exempted wonld in future be liable 
toserve. Clergymen of the various religious denomina- 
tions would no longer be exempt, and the bill also proposed 
that the absolute exemption in favour of members of the 
House of Commons should not extend beyond the sitting of 
Parliament. Then the Bill would reduce the number of 
jurors, except in cases of murder, from twelve to seven, 
and in civil cases two out of the seven would be special 
jarors.—The bill was read a second time, and referred to a 
select Committee. 

The Parish Constables Abolition Bill was, on the motion 
of Mr. Hibbert, read a second time. 

The Charitable Trustees Incorporation Bill passed Phrough 
Committee. 

The House then adjourned till the 27th inst. 








OBITUARY. 


MR. T. H. HARVEY. 

Mr. Thomas Hingston Harvey, solicitor, of Constantinople, 
died at his residence in Pera on the 23rd April. Mr. Har- 
vey’s father was a resident at Torquay, and his brother is 
the Rev. E. G. Harvey, B.A., late rector of St. Mary’s, 
Troro. He was admitted in London in 1855, and for some 
years practised at Truro, in Cornwall, whence he removed 
about twelve years ago to Constantinople, to fill the gap in 
the English bar of that city, caused by the removal thence 
of Mr. G. M. Butt, Q.C.* Mr. Harvey was an accomplished 
artist, and was the author of an illustrated tourist’s guide 
to Cornwall, throughout which county he was extensively 
known. The Levant Times has the following notice of his 
death :—“ A few days’ ailing, at first supposed to be of an 
ordinary character, but which suddenly developed into fatal 

ptoms, has carried off in the prime of his age, and at 
the height of his professional success, one of the leading 
practitioners at the English bar of Constantinople, and a 
universally esteemed member of our community. He 
had obtained a considerable number both of English and 
foreign clients, amongst the latter being personages of high 
distinction—as, for instance, the Pacha of Egypt. Mr. Harvey 
possessed a practical knowledge of legal procedure, which 
was especially valuable in the Supreme Consular Court. 
He had organised his office on the model of the first 
English firms, having even the ‘ latest invention,’—a short- 
hand clerk—in addition to an assistant, Mr. Nas- 
myth, whose name deserves to be mentioned in con- 
nection with the deceased, whom he has so well 
served. Mr. Harvey was devoted to his profession, and 
was known to be a hardworking, straightforward, and 
honourable man. Thus he gained the confidence of his 
clients, and the respect of the Courts before which he 
practised.” His funeral was attended by a large number 
of residents in Constantinople, both English and natives. 
The pall-bearers were Sir Philip Francis (Judge of the 
Supreme Consular Court), Messrs. Cookson, McCoan, 
Clifton, Nasmyth, &o. 





SOCIETIES AND INSTITUTIONS. 

LAW STUDENTS’ DEBATING SOCIETY. 
At a meeting of this society, on Tuesday last (Mr. S. 
Woolf in the chair), the question discussed was Jurispru- 
dential : “Is it desirable that Boards of Arbitration should 





* Among the advocates practising in the Consular Court 
at Constantinople, the distinction between barristers and 
solicitors, or attorneys, is not recognised. 





be established for the decision of International disputes ? ” 
The debate was opened by Mr. Goody in the affirmative, 
and after an interesting discussion, so decided by the 
society by a majority of four votes. 








COURT PAPERS. 


— 


HIGH COURT OF CHANCERY. 
TRANSFER OF CAUSES. 

The Lord Chancellor has ordered that the several causes 
in the First Schedule undermentioned be transferred from 
the Book of Causes standing for hearing before the Vice 
Chance}lor Sir Richard Malins to the Book of Causes for 
hearing before the Vice Chancellor Sir James Bacon; and 
that the several causes in the Second Schedule under- 
mentioned be transferred from the Book of Causes standing 
for hearing before the Vice-Chancellor Sir John Wickens 
tothe Book of Causes for hearing before the Vice-Chancel- 
lor Sir James Bacon. 


First SCHEDULE. 
From the Vice-Chancellor Str Ricuarp Matrys’ Book. 


Ref. to Record. 
Powis v Adams Cause, with witnesses . 1858 P. 133 
Powis v Adams Ditto . ‘ ‘ * - 1870 PP. & 
Peplow v Seabrook Motion for decree . 1871 P. 69 
Marshall v Threadgold Ditto 1871 M. 138 
Walker v. Walker Ditto - FTE” “Wa 
Ellisv Ward Cause. ; - ‘ . BI 3s 
Bell v Barnett Cause, with witmesses . . 1870 B. 248 
City Discount Company, Limited and Reduced, 

v Cooper Cause : ; eee 
Ludman v Greetham Motion for decree 1871 L. dil 
Pilcher v Arden Ditto . a “ 1871 P. && 
Owen v Delamere Cause ‘ . ‘ . a ee 
Arnould v Grinstead Motion for decree . 1871 A. 3% 
Deanes v Kitchin Ditto - = a . I aie 
Chichester vy Woulds Ditto . "Yi, 1872 €. 86 
Goodwin v Bull Ditto A 1871 G. lll 
Smith v Gardner Ditto 1871 SS. 43 
Gardner v Smith Cause . 4 ; .. =: &. 2 
Coverdale v Eastwood Motion fordeeree . 1871 C. 137 
Sobey v Sobey Ditto ee . 1870 S. 285 
Hook v Fox Ditto ~ . ‘ 7 ; - 1871 H. 185 

THE Szeconp ScHEDULE. 
From the Vice-Chancellor Str Joun Wickens’ Book. 

Ref. to Record. 
Howes v Mace Motion for decree 1871 H. 179 
Bell v Wilkinson Ditto 1871 B. 119 
Welland v Simon Ditto : 4 - 1871 W. 131 
Cuthbert v Edenborvugh Cause, with witnesses 1870 C. 106 
Wellock v Ostle Motion for decree - 171 W. 248 
Walker v French Ditto 4 ‘ ° 1871 W. 206 
Churchill v Clark Ditto 1371 GQ & 
Rowett v Fenwick Cause . e 3 187 R. 9 
Hutchins v Sanderson Motion for decree 1871 H. 19 
Kilvington v Parker Ditto ‘ 181 K. 4 
Day v Day Ditto Ce eee 1871 D. G61 
Pearson v Foulds Ditto F : 1871 P. 177 
Williams v Poole Ditto ‘ a 1871 W. 9% 
Foale v Burrell Ditto 1s7t FF. 8$ 
Berkley v Berkley Ditto se 1871 B. 204 
Yates v University College, London Ditto 1871 Y. 15 
Clare v Sutton Ditto ; - 1871 C. 155 
Swabey v Bury ‘ isi2 SS. 7 
Roberts vy Sabme Ditto ‘ . 1872 R. ll 
Wren vy Tippett Ditto oc ae ae 1872 W. 197 
McEvoy v Jones Ditto cs. marie 1871 M. 219 
Boooke v Robinson Ditto . ‘. ‘ . a Bw 
Bettinson v Metropolitan Railway Co. Ditto. 1871 B. 310 
Binney v Feldtmann Ditto . . ° . 1871 B. Sil 
Bell v Bell Ditto - : = . . 8732 Be 
Macdermott v Williams Ditto ‘ a . 1871 M. 179 
Hitchcock v Hitehcock Ditto ‘ 7 - 71 «=X. 28 
Treen v Beachey Ditto et 4 ng < SRP ae 
Healey v Healey Ditto ge oe eS 1871 H. 6 
Mawhood vy Morley Ditto. 1862 M. 13 


N.B.—The Vice-Chancellor Sir James Bacon will not hear 
any of the above causes before Thursday, the 23nd day of May 
next. 

By order of the Lord Chancellor the several offices of 
this Court will be closed on Saturday, the Ist day of June 
next, being the day appointed for the celebration of Her 
Majesty’s Birthday. 
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QUEEN’S BENCH. 


Sittings at Nisi Prius in Middlesex and London in 
and after Trinity Term, 1872. 


In TERM. 

Middlesex. ¥ 
Friday ...........000 May 24 | Thursday ...............dune 6 
Thursday ...........000 »» 380 


The Court will not sit in London during Term. 
AFTER TERM. 
Middlesex. London. 
Thursday ........,.....dune 13 | Thursday..............dune 27 
The causes in the list for each of the abovesitting days in 
Term, if not disposed of on those days, will be tried by ad- 
journment on the days following eaeh of such sitting days. 


COMMON PLEAS. 
Sittings at Nisi Prius in Middlesex and London in 
and after Trinity Term, 1872. 


In Term. 

Middlesex. 
Friday .........s00000e.May 24 | Thursday ............00 June 6 
SEEN iis sesnecnveave oy ae 


The Court will not sit in London during Term. 


AFTER TERM. 
Middlesex. | London. 
Thursday......... eoe...dune 18 | Tuesday ............00 June 25 





EXCHEQUER. 
Sittings at Nisi Prius in Middlesex and London in 
and after Trinity Term, 1872. 


In TERM. 

Middlesex. 
Friday .......0....08...May 24 | Thursday .....000-+-...dtne 6 
Thursday...... iter a ra 


The Court will not sit in London during Term. 


AFTER TERM. 
Middlesex. , 
TROIBORY 2.256.500 ee 35s June 13 | Thursday.............4 June 27 
The Court will sit in Middlesex, in. Term, by adjourn- 
ment from day to day until the causes entered for the 
respective Middlesex sittings are disposed of. 
The Courts will sit on Mondays at half-past ten o'clock, 
and on all other days at ten o’clock. 








PUBLIC COMPANIES. 


GOVERNMENT FUNDS. 

Last Quotation, May 17, 1872. 
3 per Cent, Consols, 93$ Annuities, April, 85 
Ditto for Account, June. 93} Do. (Red Sea T.) Aug. 1908 
3 per Cent. Reduced 914 Ex-Bills, £1000, — per Ct.2 dis 
New 3 per Cent., 914 Ditto, £500, Do —2 dis 
Do. 33 perCent., Jan. 794 Ditto, £100 & £200, —2 dis 
Do. 24 per Cent,, Jan. 794 | Bank o England Stock, 44 per 
Do. 5 per Cent., Jan. ’73 | Ct. (last half-year) 243 
Annuities, Jan, ’80— itto for Account, 


RAILWAY STOCK. 











































Railways. ‘Paid. |Closing Prices. 

Stock} Bristol and Exeter .........sscsssessesesssersnee .| 100 | 106 
Stock) Caledonian .. 100 114 
Stock) Glasgow and South-Western .......... sees} 100 133 
Stock) Great Eastern Ordinary Stock .........cc0ses00 100 52 
Stock) Great Northern ..4......ssssescessesccsseseesseseres] 100 1 
Stock!  Do., A Stock® ..........:c.scssessssessceesersoreeree] 100 161 
Stock) Great Southern and Western of Ireland ...... 100 114 
Stock] Great Western—Original 100 110 
Stock] Lancashire and Yorkshire .......... 100 155 
Stock} London, Brighton, and South Coas 100 82 
Stock} London, Chatham, and Dover....... 100 26% 
Stock} London and North-Western ... } 100 150 
Stock! London and South Western..........0000+ eel 100 1064 
Stock) Manchester, Sheffeld, and Lincoln ......00.0 | 100 76 
Stock! Metropolitan | 100 643 
I Me NINE ssncsoscosscchtssvosssssnonctssccoeghcn | 100 32 
Stock| Midland 100 148 
Stock) North British 100 66 
Stock) North Eastern.......cccescesscsrecssssecesserseesseees| 100 168 
Stock) North London 100 132 
Stock! North Staffordshire .........c0cc0-es-ser pinvdeesee 100 78 
Stock South Devon mm 100 | 71 
Stock) South-Eastern ....... +1 100 | 108 














Money MARKET AND City INTELLIGENOR. 
Business in the various markets is somewhat dull just 
now, owing to the approach of the Whitsuntide holidays, 
The Railway market, however, has done a considerable 
amount of business, and the funds have been and are strong. 
The large number of joint stock undertakings now put for. 
ward indicates a large amount of capital seeking invest.. 
ment. 

The fourteenth annual meeting of the Queen’s Insurance 
Company was held on Thursday at Liverpool, and the 
report for the year ending December 31st was adopted. 
Out of the surplus of the fire branch the directors recom- 
mend that a dividend of 10 per cent., free of income tax, 
be paid to the proprietors, which will absorb £17,980; that 
the sum of £10,000'be carried to the credit of the reserve 
fund, and that the balance of £19,543 be carried to next 
years’ accounts. The directors propose in future to avail 
themselves of the powers given them under the deed of 
settlement to pay dividends half-yearly in place of yearly, 
as heretofore. 

The National Printing and Publishing Company (Li- 
mited), with a capital of £25,000, in 12,500 shares of £2 
each, has been formed for the purpose of acquiring the ex- 
tensive premises situated at 10 and 11, Crane-court, Fleet- 
street, E.C., together with the entire plant, consisting of 
steam-engines, presses, type, and all the accessories neces- 
sary for carrying on a large printing and publishing busi- 
ness. 








Mr. John Loxdale, solicitor, of Shrewsbury, having re- 
signed the offices of Clerk of the Peace, and Clerk to the 
Lieutenancy of the county of Salop, the Lord Lieutenant 
has intimated his intention of recommending his name for 
insertion in the Commission of the Peace for Shropshire. 


The late Lord Gifford, who died on the 13th May, was 
the eldest son of the first baron, better known as Sir Robert 
Gifford, who, having attained great eminence as a lawyer, 
was appointed Solicitor-General in May, 1871, and became 
Attorney General in 1819. He was elevated to the 
Bench as Lord Chief Justice of the Court of Common 
Pleas, in January, 1824, when he was created a Peer of the 
Realm, by the title of Baron Gifford, of St. Leonard’s, in 
the County of Devon. His lordship was appointed Master of 
the Rolls (having resigned the Chief Justiceship) in the 
following April, and was constituted Deputy Speaker of the 
House of Lords. The first Lord Gifford died in 1826, only 
two years after his elevation to the peerage, 


The late Marquis Camden, who died on the 4th instant, 
was descended from a family famous in the legal annals of 
the country. His ancestor, Sir John Pratt, was appointed 
a judge of the Court of King’s Bench in 1714, and became 
Lord Chief Justice of that Court in 1719, dying in 1724. 
His third son, Charles Pratt, being also brought up to the 
legal profession, was appointed Attorney-General in 1757, 
and in 1762 was promoted to the Chief Justiceship of the 
Court of Common Pleas. He obtained great popularity by 
his independence as a judge, more particularly in the case 
of Wilkes in 1763, by declaring that general warrants were 
illegal, which decision led to the discharge from custody — 
of that celebrated political fanatic. Sir Charles Pratt was 
raised to the peerage by the Rockingham administration, 
in July, 1605, by the title of Baron Camden, of Camden 
Place, in Kent ; and being a personal friend and adherent 
of Lord Chatham, on the resignation of the Earl of North- 
ington, in 1766, he was appointed Lord High Chancellor 
of Great Britain, and continued Lord Chancellor for two. 
years after Lord Chatham’s resignation; being succeeded 
by Sir Charles Yorke, second son of the Earl of Hardwicke, 
who died suddenly in January, 1770, at the moment that a 
patent conferring the title of Baron Marden upon him 
was in progress of completion. In 1784 Lord Camden 
was nominated Lord President of the Council, an office 
which he held till his death, in 1794, having been in 1786 
advanced to a viscounty and earldom, by the titles of 
Viscount Bayham and Karl Camden. His son and suc- 
cessor, the second Earl of Camden, was likewise a member’ 
of the legal profession, having been in early life Recorder of 
Bath; but he afterwards attained eminence in political 
life, having been Lord-Lieutenant of Ireland in 1798. Ie 





was also a Knight of the Garter, one of the tellers of the 
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Exchequer, Lord-Lieutenant of Kent, and Chancellor of the 
University of Cambridge. He was created Karl of Breck- 
nock and Marquis Camden in September, 1812, and died in 
1840, having been the grandfather of the nobleman just 
deceased, who is succeeded, as fourth Marquis, by his 
infant son, born on the 8th of January of the present year. 

Tae New CHatrMan or County WatTERFoRD. — Mr. 
George Waters, Q.C., M.P. for Mallow, has accepted the 
Chairmanship of Quarter Sessions for the county of Water- 
ford, which had become vacaht by the death of Mr. Bar- 
tholomew C. Lloyd, Q.C. The Chairmanship of county 
Waterford, to which Mr. Waters is now appointed, is worth 
£1,100 per annumn. 


ESTATE EXCHANGE REPORT. 


AT THE MART, 
May 15.—By Messrs. Cuinnock, GALSwortuy & CHINNOCK. 
Worcester and Gloucester, near Evesham. The Francombe 
Estate of 825 acres, comprising mansion, park, &c. Sold 
£19,960. 
By Messrs. Epwin Fox & BovusrieE.p. 
Kent, near’ Orpington. Freehold residence, The Rookery, and 
30 acres. Sold £8, 
Bexley—Parkhurst, with pleasure grounds and 7a. Or. 5p. free- 
hold. Sold £6,700. 
A — plot of land adjoining, containing 28a. 3r. 23p. Sold 





600. 

Acton, High-street—A freehold house with shop. Sold £730. 

A ditto, adjoining. Sold £530. 

A freehold ground rent of £23 per annum. Sold £350. 

Hammersmith,Stamford -brook—Ground rents of £45 per annum, 
term 63 years. Sold £560. 

—, a ditto of £17 per annum, term 73 years. Sold 

May 16.—By Messrs. Euuis & Son. 

Grove-hill, near Denmark-hill Station—A villa residence, with 
stabling, &., term 24 years. Sold £700. 

New-cross, Church-road—Charlemont Lodge, term 69 years. 


Sold £550. 
By Messrs. Tuntey & Bortz. 
Clapham-road—Nos. 30 to 33 Albert-terrace, term 91 years, Sold 


900. 
Sussex, Patching—Selden Cottage, with 4a. Or. 20p., term 88 
years. Sold £350. 





BIRTHS, MARRIAGES, AND DEATHS. 
BIRTHS. 
CarLEss—On May 14, the wife of Joseph Carless, jun., Town 
h Clerk of Hereford, of a daughter. 

Furniss—On May 11, at 37, Porchester-square, Hyde-park, the 

wife of Thomas 8. Furniss, Esq., of a son. 
MARRIAGES. 

Larworta—Toms—On May 15, at St. John’s, Walthamstow, 
James E. Lapworth, M.A., Middle Temple, barrister-at-law, 
to Fanny Eleanor, second daughter of T. Harris Toms, 
Esq., of Higham Lodge, Walthamstow. 

NEVILLE—MAcNAMARA—On May 11, at St. Marylebone Church, 
Ralph Neville, Esq., Lincoln’s-inn, barrister-at-law, to Edith 
Cranstoun, eldest daughter of Henry T. J. Macnamara, Esq., 
Judge of County Courts. 

DEATH. 

MBLLOR—On May 13, at Blackpool, aged 46 years, William 
Henry Mellor, Esq., barrister-at-law, Inner Temple, London. 

StRovGHItt—On May 11, at Albert-square, Clapham-road, 
Charles pie ae Esq., of 35, Carter-lane, Doctors’-com- 
mons, in his 52nd year. 





LONDON GAZETTES. 


—< 


Winding up of Joint Stock Companies. 
Fraipay, May 10, 1872. 
UNLIMITED IN CHANCERY, 

Colchester New Market Company.—Petition for winding up, presented 
May 7, directed to be heard before Vice Chancellor Wickens on May 
24. Winter and Co, Bedford-row, solicitors for the petitioners. 

Towrs Drainage and Sewage Utilization Company.—The Master of the 
Rolls has, by an order dated May 3, appointed Thos Kennedy, 11, 
Old Jewry chambers, to be official liquidator. 

LIMITED in CuANcERY, 

Alten and Qunangen Mining Company (Limited).—Creditors are re- 
quired, as to those resident in England on or before June 8, and out 
of England on or before July 8, to send their names and addresses, 
and the particulars of their debts or claims to Jas Thos Snell, 85 and 
86, at Saturday, June 22 at 11, and Monday, July 22 at 11, 
is appointed for hearing and adjudicating upon the debts and claims. 





Buckley Colliery Company (Limited).—Vice Chancellor Malins has, by 
an order dated April 30, ordered that the above company be wound 
up. Rae, Chancery-lane; agent for Allen, Mold, solicitor for the 
petitioners. 

TuESDAY, May 14, 1872. 
UNLIMITED IN CHANCERY. 

English and Irish Church and University Assurance Society.—It is per- 
emptorily ordered that a call of 12s. per share be made on all the 
contributories of this company, except the contributories numbered 
12 and 43 on the list of contributories, who are residing in India and 
Hobart Town respectively ; and that each contributory do on or before 
May 24 pay to Robt Palmer Hardiag, at his office, 8, Oid Jewry, the 
balance (if any) which will be due from him or her after debiting his 
or her account in the company’s book with such call. 


LiMiTED IN CHANCERY. 

Alvarez Silver Mining and Smelting Company (Limited).—Creditors are 
required, on or before July 19, to send their names and ad ‘ 
and the particulars of their debts or claims to Edwd Fowler Satter- 
thwaite, Chas Smith Seyton, John Lindsay Scott, and Alex 
Johnston, at the offices of their solicitor, Thos Hy Bolton, 11, Gray’s- 
inn-sq. Friday, July 26 at 11, is appointed for hearing and adjudica- 
ting upon the debts and claims. 

Hop and Malt Exchange and Warehouse Company (Limited).—Petition 
for winding up, presented May 11, directed to be heard before Vice 
Chancellor Wickens on Friday, May 24. Cover,,Gt Winchester-st, soli- 
citor for the petitioner. 

Ickles Rolling Mills Company (Limited).—Petition for winding up, pre- 
sented May 10, directed to heard before the Master of the Rolls, on 
May 25. Stevens, Gray’s-inn-chambers, solicitor for the petitioner. 

Patent Pneumatic Loom Company (Limited).—Petition for winding up, 
presented April 30, directed to be heard before Vice-Chancellor Malins 
on Friday, May 24. Hathaway and Andrews, Bedford-row, solicitors 
for the petitioner. 

Patent Urban Manure Company (Limited).—Petition for winding up, 
presented May 9, directed to be heard before Vice Chancellor Malins 
on May 24, Flux and Co, East India-ayenue, solicitors for the peti- 
tioner. 

Thames Ironworks and Ship Building Company (Limited).—The 
Master of the Rolls has, by an order dated May 4, ordered that the 
above company be wound up by the court ; and Fredk John Divers, 
Orchard-yd, Blackwall, was appointed official liquidator, Evans & Co, 
Nicholas-lane, solicitors for the petitioners. 

Twyford (Berks) Gas Consumers’ Company (Limited).—Vice Chancellor 
Malins has, by an order dated May 3, ordered that the above com- 
pany be wound up by the court. Wilkins & Co, St Swithin’s-lane, 
solicitors for the petitionerr. . 


Creditors under Estates in Chancery. 
Last Day of Proof. 
Fripay, May 10, 1872, 

Chadwick, Jas, Manch, Cotton Waste Dealer. June 5, Chadwick v 
Chadwick, V.C. Wickens. Hewitt, Manch 

Churston, Rt Hon John Lord, Churston Ferrers, Devon. June 8. 
Duckworth »v Lord Churston, M.R. Lake, New sq, Lincoln’s inn 

Goward, Eliz, Bexley, Kent, Widow. June 15. Smith v Ardin, V.C. 
Wickens. Robinson & Preston, Lincoln’s inn fields 

Goward, Thos, Bexley, Kent, Gent. Smith v Ardin, V.C. Wickens. 
Robinson & Preston, Lincoln’s iun fields 

Rydon, Jas, Richmond, Surrey, Builder, & Hannah Rydon, Richmond, 
Widow. April 4. Stanford v Hoskin, V.C. Malins. Dixon & Co, 
Bedford row 

Swann, Fredk Dashwood, Redhill, Surrey, Esq. June 6, Swann v 
Kersey, V.C. Malins. Wightwick & Kingsford, Canterbury 

Swire, Thos, Oldham, Lancashire, Clogger. June 4. Horn v Buckley, 
V.C. Malins. Tweedale, Oidham 

Tomlinson, Wm Benham, Talbot rd, Bayswater, Gent. June 3. King v 
Tomlinson, V.C. Wickens. Comins, Gt Portland st 

Walker, Wm Hy, Necton, Norfolk, Clerk in Holy Orders. June 20. 
Jones v Walker, V.C. Wickens. Winterbotham & Co, Cheltenham 

Williams, John, Beaumaris, Anglesea. June 8. Hughes v Williams, 
V.C. Malins, Nelson, Exeter st, Strand 

Winnifrith, Hy, Tunbridge Wells, Kent, Builder. 
vCard, V.C. Malins. Arnold, Tunbridge Wells 


TveEspaY, May 14, 1872. 
NEXT OF KIN. 


Helm, Susannah, Camberwell House, Camberwell, Spinster. July 1. 
Kinnear v Gray, V.C. Bacon 


Creditors under 22 & 23 Vict. cap. 35. 
Last Day of Claim. 
Farway, May 10, 1872. 
Andean, Wm, Durdham Down, Bristol, Gent, July 17, Harwood 
Bristol 
Bazalgette, John Van Norden, Uak Grove ter, Penge, Esq. 
Cobb, Lincoin’s inn fields 
Brown, Eliz, Wheathamstead, June 10. Boyle, 
Brunswick sq : ; 
Christie, Tamasin, Edgbaston, Warwick, Widow. June 21. Simcox, 
Birm 


June 10. Winnifrith 


June 15. 
Herts, Spinster. 


\ 

Coleman, Robt, Royal Exchange bldgs, Merchant. June 15, Pritchard 
& Sons, Gt Knight Rider st, Doctor’s commons ! 

D anne], Edmond Geo, Bedford pl, Rotherhithe, Gent. June 24. Wil- 
kinson, Bermondsey st 

Elliott, Wm, St George’s rd, Pimlico, Esq. June 29. Crosse, Bell yd, 
Doctor’s commons 

Gatchell, Fras, Huish Champflower, Somerset, Yeoman, June 24. 
White & Son, Williton i 

Hall, Anne, Congleton, Cheshire, Widow. July 6. Wilson, Congleton 

Hammond, Ann, Chilworth st, Westbourne ter, Widow. June 17. 
Grover & Humphreys, King’s Bench walk, Temple 

Harrison, Celia Ann, Russell sq, Widow, June 10. Cole & Jackson, 
Essex st, Strand 








i} 
; 
' 
} 
: 


& 
i 
: 


cow tains, 


me 


bein ate 


ase AERC 


Ne RRO EIA 


ROALD ta 


i AC es ee 


(iPS Se en tea erties Aran BONE 8 mis 


544 THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL & REPORTER. May 18, 1872, 














—_* Michael tienen Glamorgan, Pawnbroker. June 10. David, 


cave. 7 vm Hy, Addington sq, Camberwell, Gent. Augl5. Rawlings, 
Bishopsgate st Within 

Mayo, Geo, Puddlehinton, Dorset, Gent. June 19, Marshfield, 
Wareham 

Newens, Job, Tring, Hertford, Smith. June 24. Sugar, Tring 

Probyn, Thos, Astrop, Northampton, Licenced Vi Eosaitene July 1. 
Hine Hayeock, College hill 

Rycroft, John, Cogshall, Cheshire, Gent. June 4. Cheshire, Northwich 

Scott, Alex Iunes, Cheltenham, Gloucester, Esq. July 31. Waddilove, 
Godliman st, Doctor's commons 

Seward, Hy, St James’s rd, Surbiton. July 8. Foord, Pinner’s Hall, 
Old Broad st 

Shaw, Wm, Nottingham, Elastic Web Manufacturer. July 1. Towle, 
Nottingham 

Smyth, Wm, Little Houghton, Northampton, Esq. July 8. Markby & 
Co, New sq; Lincolu’s inn 

Taylor, Philip, Bristol, Corn Factor. July 30. Plummer, Bristol 

Turner, Rev Edwd, Lewes, Sussex. June 24, Lewis, Lewes 

Walsh, John, Meanwood, York, Gent. July 20. Markland & Davy, 
Leeds 


Ward, John, New Elvet, Durham, Gent. June 30. Hargreaves, 
Durham 


Ward, Wm Lakin, Gt Marlow, Buckingham, Solicitor. June 28 
McMillan, Bloomsbury sq 

Watson, Wm, Milk st, General Merchant. June 15. Sturt, Ironmonger 
lane 


Williams, Edmund, Dorset, Ryme Intrinseca, Apothecary. Aug 1. 
Melmoth & Bartlett, Sherborue 

Williamson, Wm, Chatham, Kent, Gent. May 24. Copland, Sheerness 

Woodward, Mary Margaret, Weaverham, Cheshire, Widow. June 7. 
Fletcher, Northwich 


Bankrupts. 
Faewar, May 10, 1572. 
Under the Bankruptcy Act, 1869. 
Creiitors must forward their proo:s of debts to the Registrar. 
Teo Surrender in London. 
Hoof, Alfa, moot, Jermyn-st, no occupation. Pet May 7. Murray. 
May 28 at 11.30 
Southeombe, John, Jermyn-st, Fancy Stationer. Pet May 6. Broug- 
ham. Map 23 at li 
Soutter, Robz, and Richd Moates Soutter, Broad-st, Ratcliff, Merchants. 
Pet May 7. Murray. May 30 at 12 
, Alex Chartres, Mark-lane, Merchant. 
Rice. "May 23 at 1.30 
Villiers, Edmund, Frith-st, Seho, Jeweller. 
May 24 at 12 


Pet May 3. Spriag- 
Pet May 6. Brougham. 


To Surrender in the Country. 


Davies, David Morgan, Reading, Berks, Draper. Pet May 4. Collins. 
Reading, May 25 <A 12 

Jones, Wm, Merthyr 
Merthyr Tyas 4, ati 

t, Bradford, Yors, Draper. Pet May 7. Robinsoa, 
Bratiurd, May Zi as 9 

Sectt, Edwin, Neweastie-upon- +’ tae Fancy Dealer. Pet May 6. Mor- 
timer. Newcastle, May 23 at 


, Glamorgan, Grocer. Pet May 4. Russell. 








Teespar, May 4, 1872. 
Under the Bankruptcy Act, 1869. 
Crediters mast forward their proofs of debts to the Registrar. 
To Sarrender i2 London. 
Bronell, —, Gresham-bidgs, Basinghall-st. Pet May 8 
May 30 at i! 
Maem, Wm, Maria-ter, Eotherhithe, Engineer. Pet April 31. Spring- 
Esce. May 23 at il 
Mancar, Eded, Alderegate-st, 
Pepys. May 20 atl 
Morden, John. Arthar-st West, Hemp Dealer. Pet May 10. Broug- 
bam. May Zi at lz 
Stokes, Wm, Kendiesham-ré, Hackney Downs. Pet May 9. Pepys. 
May 2 at il 


Spring-Rice. 


uufactarec’s Agent. Pet May 9. 


To Ssrrender ia the Country 


thoy’ s Cleeve, Gloucester, Farmer. Pet May 9. Gale. 
Me ay G atil 

Ms Ea wd, Kingsts a-apon- -Hol, Piamber. Pet May6. Phillips. 
KR. vom-mpon-Hail, May 27 at li 


PANKKZUPICIES ANNULLED. 
Terzapat, May 14, 1572. 








Erett, Joba Geo, New North-14, Rea Lemay, Solicitor’s Clerk, May 7. | 


Giaswm, Jat, Penance, Cornwall, Innkeeper. May 9 
ohne, Hersert, Ladiow, Salop, Draper. May 10 

Mees, % m, jan, and Theos Miles, Kingston-on-Thames, Sarrey, Carriers 
May 4 

Sime, tans!, Clifton Weed, bristol, Beer Retailer. April 26 


Liquidation by Arrangement. 
FILST MEETINGS OF CREDITORS. 


Pasbar, May i6, 1472. 

Adixtan, Cu teas, Lieeaed Viewsaier. May 21 at 1, at offices of 
Emery, Gchthal, Beoad at, BriatcA 

Raider, liz, Bem, Yoreman Tailor. May 23 at 16.30, at offices of 
Raden, Cennetr’s il, rm 

Raiey, kot, Sandler: cnt, Varhass, Vlacsenitn. May 27 at 11, at offices 
A Forer %& Beare, Jomn 0, Sanderiac4d 

Vanna, Tine, Nortoury, York, Gropeeger. May 22 at 11, at offices of 
Wanwrnge & Cor Cows , W sketaiA 

, Rates, Weion Lancaite, Grove, May 2 at it, at the 

krenewce Kvei, bras ¥, Asch 


Bell, Wm, Grove rd, Hornsey rd, Leather Seller. May 22 at 2, at ithe. 
of Nicholson, Gresham st. Sole & “o, Aldermanbury 
Best, Jas, Salisbury, Wilts, Innkeeper. May 27 at 3, at the Market house, 
Salisbury. Hodding 
| Birch, Joseph Fras, Green Crize Farm, nr Hereford, Farmer. May 23 at 
1, at offices of Lambe, Bridge st, Hereford 
Bottomiey, John Moffatt, George row, Bermondsey, Licgnsed Victualler, 
May 23 at 11, at the Old Margate Town Tavern, George row, Bermond- 
sey. Sparham, St Benet pl, Gracechurch st 
| Brown, Frdk Parry, Burlington areade, Picadilly, Jeweller. May 24 at 
3, at offices of Grout, Suffolk Jane, Cannon st 
Brown, Thos, Leicester, Hay Dealer. May 24 at 3, at the Lion and 
Dolphin Inn, Marbet pl, Leicester. Petty, Leicester 
Cain, Edwd John, & Edwd Jas Cain, Upper Grange rd, Timber Mer- 
chants, May 24 at 11, at the Guildhall Tavern, Gresham st. Wild & 
Co, Ironmonger lane 
Clarke, Thos, Lady wood, nr Birm, Carpenter, May 24 at 8, at office of 
Harrison, Edmund st, Birm 
Cobb, John, Wroxham, Nortotk, Carpenter. May 22 at 12, at the Regis. 
trar’s Office, Redwell st, Norwich 
Cook, Wm Jas, Bristol, Glass Dealer. M iy 23 at 2, at offices of Plum- 
mer, Bristol chambers, Nicholas st, Bristo\ 
Cordingley, Wm Batley, York, & Rawson Barber, bee pay air. 
Masons. May 22 at 3.30, at offices of Scholefield, Br t, Batley 
Coward, Thos Brears, Knottingley, York, Corn Factor. May. 27 at 12, 
| at offices of Wood, Corn market, Pontefract 
} Canningham, John, Heaton Norris, Lancashire, Bootmaker. May 23 at 
11, at office of Davies, Vernon st, Stockport 
Dalby, John, Steyning, Sussex, Builder. May 27 at 12, at the Tele- 
machus Room, Old Ship Hotel, Ship st, Brighton. Ingram, Steyning 
Davies, Thos, Swansea, Glamorgan, Painter. May 24 at 11, at 5, Rut- 
| land st, Swansea. Davies & Hartland 
, Geo, Cuiworth, Northampton, Innkeepsr. May 25 at 11, at office 
of Crosby, High st, Banbury 
lamare, Chas, Lpool, Professor of Dancing. May 27 at 3, at office of 
Vine, Cable st, Lpool. R:‘tson, Lpool 
| em. ‘tor Lpool, Grocer. May 27 at 3, at offices of Nordon, Cook 
st, L 
| Dormor, Bellona, Oxford, Grocer. May 22 at 3.30, at office of Simonds, 
| 
\ 











Bridge st, Reading. Thompson, Oxford 
Drake, Thos Benj Mendali, Sevenoaks, Kent, Schoolmaster. June 3 at 
11, at the Crown Hotel, Sevenoaks. Holeroft & Co 
: Dunsford, Hy, Polygon, Old Town, Clapham, Farrier. May 27 at 3, at 
offices of Hicklin & Washington, Trinity sq, Southwark 
| Garstacy, Jas, Bolton, Lancashire, Slater. May 21 at 3, at office of Daw- 
son, Exchange st East, Bolton 
| eee Thos, Thornton, York. May 15 at 10, at offices of Hargreaves, 
; Goas, Chas, Lonsdale sq, Merchant. May 23 at 3, at offices of Holmes, 
Eastcheap 
Godfrey, Chas, Crane grove, Holloway rd, Tator. May 27 at 12, at 
Offices of Smith, Gt James st, Bedford row 
| Gordon, Wm, Angel ct, Throgmorton st, Wine Merchant. May 31 at 3, 
at offices of Gresham & Sun, Basinghall st 
| Gower, Harry, Bushey Park rd, Hampton Wick, Builder. May 24 at 12, 
| » @t office of Eldred & Andrew, Gt James st, Bedford row 
Greaves, Wallace McGuffon, Blackburn, Lancashire, GeMeral Drysalter. 
May 21 at 11, at 8, York st chambers, York st, Manch. Jones, Manch 


| Griffiths, Jas Albert, St George, Gloycester, Cabinet Maker. May 18 at 
} 11, at offices of Essery, Guildhall, Broad st, Bristol ? 
Hail, Wm, South Shields, Durham, Grocer. May 23 at 1, at offices of 
' Lietch & Cv, Howard st, North Shields 
j Harris, Thos Avery, ‘Thistle grove, Brompton, Contractor. May 22 at 2, 
at offices of Linklater & Cu, Walbrook 
Hart, Alfid Hy, Birm, Gan Maker. May 24 at 3, at office of Jacques, 
{ Cherry st, Birm 
Hill, John Rowland, birm, Confectioner. May 21 at 11, at the King’s 
Head Hotel, Worcester st, Birm. Cressweli, Wolverhampton 
Hood, Caroline, Caledonian 1d, Islington, Draper. May 27 at 12, at 
| cffice of Smart & Co, Cheapside. Denny 
| Hudson, Wm, Rhewl, Salop, Builder. May 23 at 2, at the Public Hall, 
O-westry. Minshall 
| Jackson, Thos Fredk, Blenheim yd, Bienheim st, New Bond st, Job- 
master. May 2! at I, at the Guildhall Tavern, Gresham st. Stanley, 
Austin Friars 
James, Fredk, Birkenhead, Cheshire, Tailow Chandler. May 23 at 2, at 
offices of Etty, Loid st, Lpool 
Johnson, Hy Chas, & Wm Utermarck Bushnell, Gt St Helen’s, Bilt 
Brokers. May 21 at 1, at officee of Wickens, Palmerston bidgs, Old 
Broad st 


Jobnson, Jas, Birkbeck rd, Kingsland, Cab Proprietor. May 20 at 2, at 
Offices of Noon, Biomtield st 
Jonea, Aifd Chas, King’s Lynn, Norfolk, Hatter. May 23 at 12,at the 
Wentworth Hotel, Peterborough. Deacon & Wilkins, Peterborough 
Jones, John Jordan, Riydygof, Cardigan, Auctioneer. May 23 at 2, at 
the Court House, Aberystwith. Lloyd, Lampeter 
Keat ey, Jas Chas, Standon, Hertfordshire, Grocer. May 24 at 3, at 
offices ot Bath & Co, King William st 
Langslow, Kichd, St Heien’s, Lancashire, Butcher. May 27 at 3, at 
of Gibson & Bolland, South John st, Lpool. Taylor, St Helen’s 
Lees, Sam! Shepley, St Helen's, Lancashire, Bookeeper. May 23 at 2,. 
at offices of Gibson & Bolland, South John st, Lpool. Beasley & 
Oppenheim, 8t Helen's 
Marks, Geo, New ina yd, Shoreditch, Locking glass Manafacturer. 
May 29 at 2, at offices of May, Princes st, Spital 
io a t bon, vo aad Marrow rd, Paddington, Butcher. Jane 
at 3, at 24, 
Masterson, Wm, Kittley. 8 iene, Woollen Draper, May 29 at 12, at 
ices A Archer, Loudon road, Lowest ft 
Mawson, Jas, Kneresborengh, York, Saddler. May 27 at 2, at offices of 
Leeman and Co, Carey m, York 
Mitchell, Join, Bolton, Lancashire, Counterpane Manufacturer. May 
22 at i2, at 1%, Acresfieid, Kolum. Greenhalgh & Finney, 
Morgan, Geo, avertordwest, Vraiterer, May 23 at 11, at office of 
Linyd, Navertordwent 
Mow, Wn, and Thos Higham, Moekport, Cheshire, Joiners, May 16 
at it 3, at office of Jounaston, Vernon st, Stockport 
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iner, Joseph, Greenwood rd, Dalston, out of business. May 24 at 
MS ae of Aird, Eastcheap ; 
Nelson, Joseph, Rochdale, Lancashire, Roller Coverer. May 22 at 3, 
at offices of Holland, Baillie st, Rochdale 
Owens, Geo Hassall, Tranmere, Cheshire, Poulterer. 
office of Downham, Market st, Birkenhead 
Owen, Peter, Shrewsbury, Salop, out of business. 
office of Morris, Swan hill, Shrewsbury ; 
Robinson, Edwd Geo, Fishmonger alley, Fenchurch st, Chemist. May 
94 at 2, at office of Bradley, Mark-lane 
Shone, Thos, Dobehill, Flint, Provision Dealer. May 18 at 12, at office 
of Bridgman & Co, Newgate st, Chester 
Smith, Hy, Husborne Crawley, Bedford, Farmer. 
office of Conquest, Duke st, Bedford 
Surridge, Benj, Leigh, Essex, Baker. May 27 at 3, at offices of Wood- 
ard, Ingram ct, Fenchureh st 
Surridge, David North, Leigh, Essex, Baker. 
of Woodard, Ingram ct, Fenchurch st ; 
Tanner, Edwin, Steeple Aston, Oxford, no business. May 28 at 11, at 
126, High st, Oxford ; 
Thompson, Harold Holdsworth, Hightown, York, out of business, 
May 24 at 11, at offices of Terry & Kobinson, Market st, Bradford 
Wall, John, Kinver, Stafford, Wheelwrght. May 23 at ll, at the 
George Hote!, Bewdley. Prescott, Stourbridge 
Walton, Saml, Hulme, Manch, Glass Manufacturer. 
offices of Taylor, Princess st, Manch 
Whitam, Joseph, Blackburn, Lancashire, Clothier. May 23 at 11.30, 
at the Queen’s Hotel, Market st, Huddersfield, Radcliffe, Bloakburn 
Wigg, Lewin, Yoxford, Suffolk, Corn Marchant. May 27 at 12, at office 
ef Wiltshire, Regent st, Gt Yarmouth 
Wootton, Thos, Aylesbury, Bucks, Licensed Victualler. May 24 at 11, 
atottices of Evans & Oo, Jolin st, Bedford row 


Togspay, May 14, 1872. 
Abbott, Walt, Littie Britain, Underclothing Manufacturer, May 25 at 12 
at office of Whitwell, King st, Cheapside 
Ableson, Fredk, Richmond, York, Hairdresser. 
Golden Lion Inn, Northallerton 
Andrews, Hy Albert, Nottingham, Grocer. June 3 at 12, at offices of 
Heath, St Peter’s Church walk, Nottingham 
Ayles, Harry, Hillfield, Dorset, Farmer. May 27 at 11, at the Mermaid 
Hotel,*Yeovil. Lock & Son, Dorchester 
Ball, Thos, Northampton, Agricultural Implement Maker. May 27 at 
3, at office of Becke, Market sq, Northampton 
Bilton, Thos Wm, Spencer ter, Spencer rd, Brixton, Attorney-at-Law. 
May 22 at 11, at offices of Simmons, New Bridge st, Biackfriars 
Bodman, Chas, Marshfield, Gloucester, Grocer. June 4 at 1, at 39, 
Broad st. Stanley & Wasbrough 
Bragg, Isaac, & John Moffat, jun, Whitehaven, Cumberland, Agricul- 
tural Machine Makers. May 27a; 2, at office of Mason, Duke st, 
Whitehaven 
Brown, Hierom, Audenshaw, Lancashire, Brickmaker’s Labourer. May 
29 at 3, at the Pitt and Nelson Inn, Old st, Ashton-under-Lyne. 
. Bent & Tremewen 
Clemertson, Wm, Hindley, Lancashire, Innkeeper. 
office of France, Churchgate, Market pl, Wigan 
Cohen, David, Birm, Tailor, May 28 at1!, at office of Duke, Christ 
Church passage, Birna 
Coles, Geo Chas, Gt Coram st, Surgeon. 
Lewis & Whitbourne, Basinghall = 
Coles, Geo Cooper, Bristol, Baker, May 27 at 12, at offices of Hancock 
&Co, Guildhall, Bristol. Benson & Elietson, Bristol 
Corsbie, Benj Webster, Heigham, Norwich, Accountant, 
at office of Sadd, Church st, Theatre st, Norwich 
Davids, John Lenthal, Park pi, St James’s, Secretary, 
at office of Tull, Duke st, 5t James’s, 
Dawson, Joseph, Manch, Grocer. 
Cross st, Manch 
Elstob, Archibald Thos, Hawarden, Flint, Grocer. 
office of Cartwright, Bridge st row, East, Chester 
Fisher, Wm Joshua, Swindon, Wiits, Draper. May 22 at 12, at offices 
of Kinneir & Tombs, High st, Swindon 
Gibaux, Louis Philippe, Scott's yd, Bush lane, Merchant. Juue 7 at 3, 
at offices of Abrahams & Rofley, Old Jewry 
Goodman, Benj, Bitterne, Hants, Baker. 
Edmonds & Co, High st, Southampton. Swayne, Southampton 
Grayer, Alfd. Minstead,JHants, Bootmaker. May 24 at 3, at office of 
Kiilby, Portiand st, Southampton 
Hand, Alf, Small heath, nr Birm, out of business. May 28 at 3, at office 
of Duke, Christ Church passage, Birm 
Haresnape, Robt, Middleton, Derby, Wood Turner, May 29 at 12, at the 
Sun Inn, West Burs, Chesterfield 
Harris, Geo, Totterdown, nr Bristol, Miller. May 23 at 11, at offices of 
Thick, Small st, Bristol 
Harrison, Kobt, Barnsley, York, ‘l ailor. 
Hotel, Barnsley. Newman & Sons 
Harthav, Edwin, Macclesfield, Cheshire, Silk Waste Dealer. May 24 at 
11, at office of Hand, Churchside, Macelestield 
Herbert, John, Darliagton, Durham, Draper. 
of Sturt, Ironmonger laue. Watson, York 
Hodgshon, Geo, Newcastle-upon-‘l'yne, Tailor. 
of Bousfield, Market st, Newcastie-upon-'l'yno 
Hoile, Hy, Sittingbourne, Kent, Licensed Victualler. 
offices of Gibson, High st, Sittingbourne 
wo Wm, Cariisle, Confectioner, May 28 at |, at 6, Devonshire st, 
Hurley, Robt, Bristol, Fly Proprietor. May 28 at 2, at offices of Cozens, 
Nicholas st, Bristol 
Jacovs, Julius, Neath, Glamorgan, Tobacconist. May 27 at 2, at offices 
of Smith & Co, Somerset pls Swansea 
neashive, Jolnor, May 27 ab 12, at the 
Albert Hotel, Loudon st, Southport, Waiton, Southport 
Kitchen, Kichd, Marriott, Bedford, out or business, ay Qhat ll, at 
ottices of Whyley & Viper, Dame Alice st, Bodtord 
Lamble, Sam! Kichd, Rhy! st, Kentish town, Builder, 
offices of Howell, Cheapside 
+ Jas, Newin,ton Green rd, out of business, May 29 at 11, at 6, 
Grocers’ Hull ct, Pouitry, Morvis 


May 21 at 2, at 


May 23 at 11, at 


May 25 at 4, at 


May 27 at 3, at offices 


Muy 28 at 3, at 


May 27 at ll, at the 


May 27 at ll, at 


May 31 at 2, at offices of 


June 3 at 3, 
May 30 at 12, 
Dale, jan, Duke st 
May 27 at 11, at offices of Hodgson, 


May 28 at 3, at 


May 24 at ll, atthe Royal 
May 24 at 11, at offices 


May 27 at 2, at offices 
May 30 at 11, at 


May 28 at3,at 


} 
May 24 at 2, at offices of 








Maruti, Guis2ppe Francesco Carlo, & Emiliv Ey heste 
st bidgs, Merchants. 
Walbrook 

Mole, Chas, Patshull rd, Kentish Town, Bootmaker. 
offices of Edmunds & Mayhew, Poultry 

Neame, Wm Geo, Cranbourn st, St Martin's lane, Ecclesiastical Ware- 
houseman. May 30 at 2, at offices of Hilleary & Tunstall, Fen- 
charch bidgs 

Pearson, Mark, Yors, Hay Dealer, 
*Muteum st, York 

Pitman, Geo, Bristol, Beer Retailer. 
John st, Broad st, Bristol 

Playle, Jas, Curtain rd, Cabinet Maker. May 25 at 12, at office of Moss, 
Winchester House, Uld Broad st 

Reeves, Wm Brigneil, Birm, Hatter. May 27 at 3, at office of Williams, 
Paradise st, Birm. Batt 

Richardson, Percival, Romsey, Hants, out of business. 
at office of Killby, Portiand st, Southampton 

Roser, John, Buxted, Sussex, Grocer. May 23 at 12, at the Bear Hotel, 
Lewes. Langham, Uckfield 

Ruscoe, Edwd, Stoke-upon-Trent, Stafford, Greengrocer. 
at office of Welch, Caroline st, Longton 

Shapcott, Jas, Cottage pl, Islington, Beer Retailer. 
office of Marshalls, Hatton garden. Hope, Serle st 

Smith, Jas, Boston, Lincoln, & Wm Edwd Smith, Islington green, Con- 
tractors. May 29 at 2, at officeof Wain, Southwark st. Colier & Co 
Bedford row 

Smith, Thos, & Fredk Inns, Birm, Cabinet Makers. 
offices of Chirm, Waterloo st, Birm 


0 gelisti, Gt Wi 
May 27 at 2, at offices of Linklater & Co, 





May 22 at 2, at 


May 29 at 11, at offices of Dale, 
May 27 at 12, at offices of Pitt, 


May 25 at 4, 


May 30 at il, 
May 23 at 2, at 


May 27 at 12, at 


| Stahr, Christian Gilbert Constantus, Russell st, Commercial docks, 


Rotherhithe, Tailor. 
lersbury 

Stenton, David, Thomas st, Whitechapel rd, Hay Dealer. 
10, at offices of Lewis, Coleman st. Padmore, Coleman st 

Stranaghan, Wm, Pendleton, Lancashire, Baker. May 30 at 2, at office, 
of Evans, St George’s chambers, Albert sq, Manch 

Sumner, Robt, Chester, Timber Dealer. May 29 at 3, at office of Lisle, 
Nantwich 

Sykes, Thos, Morley, York, Leather Merchant. 
of Fawcett & Malcolm, Park row, Leeds 

Stone, John, Frant, Sussex, Builder. May 20 at 3, at office of Cripps, 
Mount Calverley lodge, Tunbridge Wells 

Taylor, Edwd, Luton, Bedford, out of business. 
Coach and Horses Inn, St Paul's sq, Bedford 

Thomas, Cadogan, Blackhale, Glamorgan, Farmer. May 31 at 2, at 
the Queen’s Hotel, St Mary st, Carditi. Joan, Neath 

Thornton, Isaac, Batley, York, Innkeeper. Muy 31 at 2, at the Black 
Bull Hotel, Mirfield. Carry, Cleakneaton . 

Towner, Walt, Seaford, Sussex, Grocer. May 30 at 3, at offices of 
Howell, Cheapside 

Wadsley, Geo, Chester, Chemist. May 29 at 3, at odice of Cartwright. 
Bridge st row, East, Chester 

Wareham, Jas, Crewe, Cueshire, Boiler Maker. 
Royal Hotel, Crews, Lisle 

White, Jas, Crayford, Kent, Draper, 
Buchanan, Basinghall st 

Wood, John, Leeds, Joiner. 
parade, Leeds 

Yeoman, Geo, Frome, Somerset, Carpenter. 
Ames, Cheap st, Frome 


June 5 at 3, at offices of Hubbard & Son, Buck- 
May 22 at 


May 29 at 3, at offices 


May 18 at 4, at the 


May 31 at 3, atthe 
May 27 at Il, at offices of 
May 28 at 2, at offices of Elmsler, East 


May 27 at 3, at odice of 








Yuung, Wm, Birm, Buiider. May 28 at 2, at o@ice of Duke, Christ 
Church passage, Birm 
EDE & SON, 


BY SPECIAL APPOINTMENT, 


TO HER MAJESTY, THE LORD CHANCELLOR, THE JUDGES, CLERGY, ETC- 


ESTABLISHED 1689. 
SOLICITORS’ AND REGISTRARS’ GOWNS. 
94, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON. 


(SSS ae and Washable Carpets are 

preferred by the Barristers of Lincola s-inn to all others, beth 
for their Chambers and also for their private residences.—Samples and 
Testimonials, &c.,can be had on application te Messrs, Cuutas & Co ,. 
57, Belmont-street, Londoa, N.W. 





J.XECUTORS and TRUSTEES, having SILVER, 
PLATE, WATCHES, Jewellery, China, Glas, Paintings, 
Brouzes, Books, Wearing Apparel, Merchandise, Trade Stocks, &c., Se, 
to DISPOSE OF, will find the “ Westend Auction Mart” the des’ 
medium for realising, it being centrally siuated, aad replete with every 
convenience for the better display of property. Advarces prier to sales 
Valuations made for all purposes. Hiexinsotaan & Sons, Pro 
prietors, 8 and 9, Upper St. Martin’s-lane, W.0, 








iz ADVISED WITH as to the Cost of 
Printing and Publishing, and the Cheapest Mode of Bringing 


out MSs, 
Yarus & Auexanven, Printers, 7, Symonds-ian, Qhancermlane, 


a= INQUIRIES, —Mr. Nasn, late Deteeo- 

tive Inspector of Police, theroaghiy experienced ia getting ap 
evidence in Divaree, Libel, Railway, aud other mrestgations, Werk ex 
peditiously carried out, Crexceptionadle references eam eament 
firma of solicitors, ‘Derma moderate. — 3, Alda ohawdors, Rakes. 
bridge. 








re aiieameartre ae 


Ire Mewoenoneeropemere” Yonasan somdes veaebene 


a joeeea 


| 
| 


2 NR ROIS Rasen 


546 THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL & REPORTER. May 18, 1872. 








CPI SINE NR trea ce aes a mmee RATRREI min ROR Nee He RRR Hee teen re: MAUR mine ence NSit Motgegieoeah op 


UNITED LAW CLERKS’ 


SOCIETY. 


PATRONS—THE RIGHT HON. THE LORD HIGH CHANCELLOR; THE RIGHT HON. LORD CHELMSFORD. 
TRUSTEES—FRANCIS T. BIRCHAM, Esq.; ARNOLD W. WHITE, Esq.; FREDERIC OUVRY, Esq. 





THE FORTIETH ANNIVERSARY DINNER 


WILL TAKE PLACE AT 
THE FREEMASONS’ HALL, GREAT QUEEN STREET, 
On SATURDAY, the 8th Day of JUNE, 1872. 
Sir JOHN DUKE COLERIDGE, Knt., Q.C., M.P. (Her Majesty's Attorney-General), in the Chair, 





ACTING STEWARDS. 


Mr. F J. JOSEPH. 
Mr. S. W. Kine. 


Mr. F. F. Burnay. 

Mr. C. G. DENT. 

Mr. W. E. Jones. . 
Tickets, ONE GUINEA. 


Mr. C. J. Osuer. 
‘Mr. W. H. Rice. 
Mr. W. Woop. 


Mr. Jonn Martin. 
Mr. W. Noap. 


Dinner on Table at Six o'clock precisely. 


HARRY G. ROGERS, Secrerary. 











The Companies Acts, 1862 & 1867. 


Every requisite under the above Acts supplied on the shortest notice. 








The BOOES AND FORMS kept in stock for immediate use | 


MEMORANDA and ARTICLES OF ASSOCIATION speedily printed 
in the proper form for registration and distribution. SHARE CER 
TIFICATES, DEBENTURES, &c., engraved and printed. OFFICIAL 

LS designed and executed. No charge for sketches. Com- 
panies Fee Stamps. Railway Registration Forms. 


Solicitors’ Account Books. 
ASH & FLINT, 


Ssationers, Printers, Engravers, Registration Agents, &c., 49, Fleet, 
street, London, E.C. (corner of Serjeants’-inn). 





Now ready, the Second Edition of 


RACROFT’S INVESTORS’ RECORD of PUR- | 


CHASES and SALES, with CALCULATIONS Adapted tc 
Every Investment. An additional portion especially adapted for the 


Legal Profession ,containing Forms of Entry fur Freehold and Copyhold | 


Property; Leasehold, Let and Held; Mortgages, Held and Effected ; 


; Bills and Promissory Notes; Moneys Advanced or | 


Borrowed. 
“ The object of this Memorandum Book is to enable every Investor to 


previcus to the first edition. 


RACROFTS CONSOL DIAGRAM, showing the 


~ Highest and Lowest Prices of Three per Cent. Consols each year | 


rian the French rar se of 1789 to the Franco-German War of 1370 
ea the Growth and Decline cf the National Funded Debt of Great 
Britain; the Yearly Average of the Bank Rate of Discount, and Tabu- 
lated Satement of the Principal Events Affecting the Prices of Stocks. 

“ Diagrams are sometimes not very simple, but the present one is 
cwearness itself—is an interesting commentary on English history for 
the period in question.”—Economist. 

Price 2s.; oF, mounted on roller, 3s, 6d. 


RACROFTS BANK DIVIDEND CHART, 

/ 3§8$70-71.—Showing the Haif-yearly Rates of Dividend declared by 
over One Hundred and SiztyJoint Stock Banks, United K ngdom aud 
Colonial; with Nominal and Paid-up Capital, Number and Amcunt 
Paid of Shares, Date of Payment of Dividends, Reserve Fund, Liabilities, 
Marke: Price of Shares, January, 1871, and Yield per cent. on Purchase 
Price. Price 2. 64.; or, mounted on roller, 10s. 6d. 

loodos: Evriscgau Witsom, Publisher, Royal Exchange. 

BEZS AED se BROFT, Sworn Broker, 5, Austia-friars, E.C. 

Jast published, 
NEW EDITION OF THE PRACTICE IN 
LUNACT, with Notes of Cases, Forms, Costs, Datics, &c., of 
(ompmpiitces, Sta utes, Genera] Orders, Index, and Schedule of Cases. 
sis. ath. By Jovera Ecuce, of the Office of the Masters in Lunacy. 
Srevems & Some, Lew Bovkseil lors, 119, Chancery-lane. 





S008 BOAED FOR LONDON.—The Papers 
[XP Rubber DOOR MATS. 


ieeued by the Eoard can be bat ey ospre of 
YATLS & ALEXANDEL, 
FEIUTERA TG THE LOSDOM SCHOOL ROLED, 
bymcnte-tns. Chancery-lane 


JOYAL POLYTECHNIC, — Patizely New Enter- 
UL tmemeus—A Mew Version o fthe Siceping Beauty, by Mr. 
Gung: Wackiant, saviateh oy Miss Alice berth and Mies Viorence 
omer. bye swoxmery ana Gavhving s\ews—Leaure, by Mr, 3. L. 


LOE, VL Bees ma ant Ke Tannel—Masical Latertainment by the | -— 


Cremona Veetiizy on Twenty Inatruments, in costames of various nw 
t a Mystics: teetch, entiticA UctAling with Uagic : introtuc- 
9 many Sher Uiexone, the lemons Polytechnic Ghow—The 
Ka yee arg Asexactet Omnann—The new Viclin Piano, and a 
chemamms vine Lateran yen twits Gabiy at il ond 7-—-Admis- 
en i4, Manager, Ur. Bh. ¥. Chapman. 


BK Gate ets 


RAILWAY. 


TOURIST ARRANGEMENTS, 1872. 
Arrangements for the issue of -Fisst, Szconp, and Tarap Crass 
Tourist TickeTs, 
will be in force from 13th May to 31st October, 1872. 
For particulars, see Time Tables and Programmes issued by the 


Company. 
JAMES ALLPORT, 
Derby, May, 1872. General Manager. 


ATIONAL INSTITUTION for DISEASES of 
the SKIN. Puaysictan—Dr. BARR MEADOWS. _ Patients 





| attend at 227, Giay’s-inn-road, King’s cross, on Mondays and Thursdays, 


and at J0, Mitre-street, Aldgate, on Wednesdays and Fridays ; morning 
at 10, evening from 6 till 9. Average number of cases under treatment, 
1,000 weekly. THOMAS ROBINSON, Hon. Sec. 


AUKENPHAST AND OO, 
Celebrated Easy Fitting and First Class 
BOOTS for WALKING, SHOOTING, DANCING, PARADE & PARK, 
Always ready, well seasoned for immediate wear. 
These Boots are worn by Noblemen, Gentlemen, Clergymen, Mer- 
chants, Manufacturers, Lawyers, Doctors, Farmers, and every class of 
well-to-do people all over the country, the United States, Canada, 





: | India, &e. 
keep a systematic Record, producible in a Court of Law, of every in- | 
Vestment transaction entered into. No such record was in existence | 


GENTS EVERYWHERE. 
10, PALL, MALL EAST, LONDON, S.W. 





THE NEW BANKRUPTCY COURT 
Is only a few minutes’ walk from 
(435 2 6 5, STRAN D— 
Dinners (from the joint), vegetables, &c., 1s. 6d., or with Soup 
or Fish, 2s. and 23. 6d. ‘if I desire a substantial dinuer off the joint, 


| with the agreeable accompaniment of light wine, both cheap and 


good, I know only of one house, and that is in the Strand, close to Danes 
Inn. There you may wasli down the roast beef of old Eugland with 
excellent Burgundy, at two shillings a bottle, or you may be supplied 
with half a bottle for a shilling.”—All the Year Round, June Is, 1864, 
page 440. 

The new Hall lately added is ene of the handsomest dining-rooms in 
London. Dinners (from the joint), vegetables, &c., 1s, 


IEBIG COMPANY’S EXTRACT OF MEAT. 
Most convenient, economical, and fine-flavoured stock for Beef 
Tea (about 24d. a pint), Soups, Sauces, and made dishe-, costing hardly 
more than one-fourth of what it would when made of fresh meat; keeps 
good for any time evenafter jars being opened, tb. jars recommended, 
being relatively the cheapest size. 
Now permanently used in most households in town and country. 
Caction.—Ask for LIEBIG COMPANY’S EXTRACT, being the only 
sort warranted Genuine and Perfect Baron Liebig, the Inventor, by 
requiring his Signature on every Jar. 


K AMPTU LICON. —For “SITTING ROOMS. 
For Halls and Passages, 
For Nurseries and Washstands, 
For Billiaré and Toilet Mats. 
Plain, and in the choicest designs. 








| GARDEN HOSE.—For Flower Gardens, in 60 


feet lengths, with Brags fittings. 
| cata BBER WATERPROOF COATS, 


W HOLESALE AND RETAIL, 


Betanta RUBBER and KAMPTULICON 
COMPANY, 32, Cannon -wrunet, E.0, 





